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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Brown (1985). in his report on educational
management. stated that principals are not adequately
trained or prepared to assume the responsibilities
necessary to lead effective schools. Brown/s study <1985)
is one of several in the past five years which has
concluded that there is a real need for developing better
training

rograms for future school principals <Nesset.

1974: Greenleaf , 1982: Commission Working Paper on the
Pr i ncipalship in Georgia, 1984; Barth~ 1985: Georgia
Professional Standards Commission, 1986; Commission for
Educational Quality~ 1986).
Studies such as these have encouraged legislators and
school administrators to re-think past practices for
training school principals.

The

11

Jump-in and swim"

practices for beginning principals are giving way to a
more organized knowledge and experience based approach.
Current trends in school principal preparation are moving
toward implementation of competency-based performance
training.

A leading researcher in this area <Boyatzis~

1985) cites the Florida Council on Educational
Management 1 s work as the most significant being done in
America today.
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Research in the area of training for future
principals may be separated into two developmental stages.
The first was developed from 1959 to 1980 and identified
the duties, roles~ functions. and characteristics of
school principals.

It began with the National

Principalship Study at Harvard University (1959), which
investigated principal characteristics.

This empirical

research was further broadened by Hemphil 1 (1962, 1965),
Rock <1966), Croft <1967), Mintzberg (1973, 1975)~
McClelland <1976), Musel la <1975), and Duncan <1975).
This body of research was compiled through the use of
survey studies and consensus methods and was stated in
terms of duties, roles, functions, and characteristics.
Barth (1982), in his review of research on school
principals from 1970-1981, concluded that the data needed
to be organized and synthesized.

He also identified a

need for further investigation of the qualities associated
with successful principals.

This characterized the second

stage which was developed through ethnographic research
and began with the Harvard Effective School Study by
Edmonds <1979).

Lake ✓

s ( 1981) "State of the Art II review

also detailed the research to date.

He concluded with

recommendations to conduct observational or ethnographic

3

research on competencies associated with principals of
effective schools.
McClelland (1976) and Klemp (1979) investigated and
identified several principal competencies.

Their work was

fol lowed by four studies which contributed to
identification of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies
<Lake, 1981: Huff, Lake & Schaalman, 1982: Croghan, Lake,
&

Schroder, 1983: Martinko, 1984).
One of the most significant investigations was the

Florida Council on Educational Management Study by Huff,
Lake and Schaalman (1982).

This investigation identified

14 principal competencies using ethnographic methodologies

by studying outstanding performers through assessment of
job performance in effective schools.

They concluded six

competencies were basic and found in al 1 average
performers.

Eight were found only in effective schools

with high-performing principals.

Croghan, Lake, and

Schroder (1983) investigated further and developed a
method to analyze the functions of the principalship
which identified a set of valid dimensions differentiating
high and average performers.

The competencies were

supported in the Martinko Study <1984), and established a
set of 19 principal competencies adopted by the Florida
Council on Educational Management.
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Applying these identified competencies in training
programs in Florida was mandated July 1, 1986, Florida
Statutes, 231.0861(2).

The reports by Madden (1985) and

Drummond and Snyder (1986) gave direction to application
of competency-based training programs in Florida school
districts.

The research of Kelly <1983), Cornett (1983),

Yuk] (1982), and Boyatzis (1982) described the competency
dimension and proposed acquisition models promoted by the
Florida Council on Educational Management.

Kelly (1983),

Cornett <1983), Yukl <1982) , and Boyatzis (1982) cite
competency dimensions and various training programs to
assist interns in their acquisition.

Sergiovanni <1985)

agreed on the concept of competency development but stated
that education programs rather than training models should
be emphasized.

Orange <1986) and Broward (1986) School

Districts/ intern programs fit this model by giving
specific education for internship behaviors toward
competency acquisition and assessment.
Evaluation and assessment of competency acquisition is
an area that has been widely researched.

Stewart <1974,

1976), Baker and Johnson <1975), Persel 1 (1982), National

Association of Secondary School Principals (1985), and
Tucker <1986) investigated the evaluation of
competency-based performance training programs and

5

reported that they are most val id and reliable when
conducted on site in an applied setting.

Drummond and

Snyder (1984) and Pellicer <1984) supported this research
and further stated that the mentor or learning supervisor
is the person who is able to provide the most valid
profile of acquired and applied competencies by assessing
them in applied contextual settings.
If the educational reform movement ls to succeed, it
is crucial that principals be better prepared.
Competency-based training is showing promise in preparing
future administrators; therefore, these programs need to
be developed, monitored, and evaluated to improve their
effectiveness.

Using the research base as a reference

point and focusing on the area of evaluating
competency-based training and performance, training
efforts can enable new principals to more effectively
facilitate desirable educational outcomes.

Statement of the Problem
There is a major thrust in district-based training
programs to prepare future administrators.

The purpose of

this study is to investigate the impact of the "Preparing
New Principals Program" in Orange and Broward School

6

Di stricts in the areas of competency acquisition~
development, and performance of intern candidates.
Study Questions

1.

To what extent are the intern principals perceived to
have developed the 19 Florida Principal Competencies
during the training program and experiential
activities of the internship?

2.

Which competency or skil 1 indicators do supervising
princ i p als perceive have been inadequately developed
for intern principals?

3.

To what extent do the skil 1 indicators in each area
correlate with the overal 1 competency dimension
rating?

4.

To what extent do the intern principals perceive the
training program assists them to develop skills needed
to demonstrate competency in each of the 19
dimensions?

7

Operational Definitions
1. Competency- A generic knowledge, ski 1 l, trait, selfschema, or motive of an effective principal used to
accomplish the duties and roles of the job as
identified by the Florida Council on Educational
Management.
2. Competency-based Training- The education and
training of school principals for purposes of
professional development of effective ability
characteristics to attain high educational
outcomes.
3. Evaluation and Assessment- The observed performance
of competency acquisition and demonstration through
job application.
4. Florida Principal Competencies- The 19 ability items
identified for and adopted by the Florida Council
on Educational Management.
5. Intern Training Program- The new competency-based
principal training programs being implemented in Orange
and Broward School Districts.
6. Learning Supervisor- The experienced principal who
serves as a mentor for the intern principal at the
school site.
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7. Performance- The fulfillment, attainment, or
accomplishment of an administrative function through
competency based techniques.
8. Principal- The building level administrator of a
school.
9. Skill indicator- The performance characteristics of
a competency identified during a situation
assessment as recorded on the Performance Competency
Checklist.
Significance of the Problem
Data compiled by this investigation wil 1
provide information on individual, district, state, and
university administrative training programs.

Areas

selected for study fol low:
1. Competency acquisition of program participants after

training.
2. Evaluation of competency areas which indicate
effective training methods, and to adjust or modify
dimensions that were statistically shown not to have
been addressed effectively.
3. Orange and Broward District School may also evaluate
the learning supervisor training programs to assist
interns in competency acquisition, development, and
performance.
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4. Develop a better correlation between supervisor and
intern training programs to effectively facl 1 itate
attainment of the principalship competencies.
5. Evaluation of the Individual Professional Development
Plan (IPDP) as a vehicle for competency development
and acquisition.
Limitations
Limitations of this study include:
1. Size of the sample study is control led by the

number of intern principal candidates in Orange and
Broward School Districts of Florida.
2. Intern principal candidates may have some prior
administration or management experience which may
influence the competency acquisition assessment.
3. Learning supervisor ratings of candidates may vary,
influenced by perceptions of competency acquisition.
4. The number of competencies was limited to the 19
Florida Principal Competencies.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
This review of related literature is divided into six
sections.

The first section lists and describes duties of

the principalship.

The second section examines

characteristics of school principals as a function of the
duties and activities they perform.
The third section defines competency, and discusses
competency training for administrators.

Identification of

competencies and skil 1 indicators of the effective school
principal ls developed.
The fourth section examines the need for training for
future school administrators.

The need for competency-

based training is stressed.
The fifth section deals with intern training programs
for aspiring principals.

Past and present programs are

reviewed with regard to effectiveness of educational

outcomes.
The sixth and final section examines the assessment
of competency acquisition and the variables that must be
10
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considered ln an evaluation model of effective
performance.

This concept is used to build a model for

competency-based training program effectiveness
assessment.
Duties of the Principalship
The duties of the principal have been widely
Studies reported in this section were

investigated.

reviewed and included for two reasons.

First, they

included l a rge sample sizes and employed appropriate
techniques.

Second, they appeared representative of a

preponderance of the literature.
Secondary principalship duties were described by
Hemphil 1 (1965), based on data gathered on questionnaires
from 16,000 randomly selected high school administrators
across the U.S.

Findings indicated that administrative

planning, meetings with students, and supervision of
teachers are the most important and time-consuming duties
of the principal.

The duties are listed for comparative

purposes in Table 1.

Rock and Hemphill (1966) reported

similar duties and roles in their investigation of 2,200
randomly selected junior high school administrators.
Table 1.

See
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TABLE 1
LISTING OF PRINCIPAL DUTIES IDENTIFIED BY STUDY

Hemphill (1965)
Rock &Hemphill Cl966>

Araki (1979)

Boarcinan (1983)

Acininistrative Planning Planning

Instruction Development

Meetings with Students

Program Development

Curriculum Development

Supervision

Personnel

Pup i 1 Personne I

Curriculum &Instruction School Management

COOIDUnity Relations

Discipline

Student Activities

Staff Personnel

Meetings with Parents

Student Behavior

School Plant

Professional Growth

COOJDunity Relations

Auxillary Services

Correspondence

District Office

Organization &Structure

Testing Activities

Professional Development Business Management
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After reviewing existing research, Boardman (1983)
identified eight tasks of principals <McClearly, 1971:
Rosenberg, 1973; Stansberry, 1976).

His conclusions also

support the investigation findings of Hemphll l (1965),
Rock and Hemphil 1 (1966), and Araki (1979). See Table 1.
Mangieri and Arnn (1985) supported this research but
focused their study on variables characteristic of
effective schools.

Their study was designed to measure

emphasis secondary principals of 152 nationally recognized
schools placed on their duties.

A listing of commonly

identified duties was developed and ls shown in Table 2.
The findings are supported by Edmonds (1981) and D/Amico
(1982), relative to effective schools.

They are also

compared with the conclusions of other studies in Table 2.
Other investigations <Branscomb, 1983; Hager

&

Scarr,

1983) into the duties of the principalship generally
support the duties identified in Table 2 <Licata, 1976:
Strother, 1983 in a Kappan Survey; and Andrews, 1986).
Table 2 shows the duties and a comparison of the findings.
This review of the duties forms a base for investigation
of characteristics and identification of competencies
needed by principals to effectively perform their duties.

TABLE 2
CROSS REFERENCE OF PRINCIPAL DUTIES BY RESEARCH STUDY

Hemph i 1I <1965)
Identified
Duties

Rock &
Hemphill <1966)

Organization

Strother
Licata

Araki BoarCJDan

Kappan

(1976)

(1979) (1983)

(1983>

Planning

*

Program Development

*

*
*
*

*

*

*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*

*

*

*

*
*
*

*
*

Personne I <Pup i l
Teacher>
School Management

*

Discipline

*

Coomunity Relations

*

*

School Plant
Business Management
Supervision
Evaluation
Correspondence
Professional Growth
Auxiliary Services
Student .Activities

*

*
*
*
*

*

*

*
*

*
*

*
*

*

*
*

*
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Principal Characteristics
Scientific study of the school administrator began
with the National Principalship Study at Harvard
University in 1959.

This study was the first empirical

attempt to identify the roles and characteristics of
principals.
The famous "Whittman School" study by Hemphill,
Griffiths, and Frederiksen (1962) had a major impact in
identifying principals,, behavior patterns.

The "Whittman

School" study objective pertinent to this study was to
determine performance dimensions in the elementary
school principalship.

The data identified eight

administrative characteristics which have been considered
criteria for the selection and training of school
administrators.

The characteristics are:

1.

Exchange of information

2.

Discussing before acting

3.

Complying with suggestions

4.

Analyzing the situation

5.

Maintaining relationships

6.

Responding to outsiders

7.

Directing othcr·s

8.

Organizing work.

16
Dziuban <1976) used factor analysis techniques on
data from the

11

Whittman Schoo1

1
'

study.

Dziuban presented

performance dimensions comparing the results of his
analysis on the Whittman data in order of their
statistical strength.

The results substantiated four

original dimensions.
TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF TWO PRINCIPAL CHARACTERISTICS STUDIES

Dziu b an (1976)

Discussing before acting

FCEM <1982)

Organizational sensitivity

Directing others

Leadership

Taking a course of action

Decisiveness

Analyzing the situation

Data collection & analysis

Organizing work

Organizational ability

It is interesting to note in Table 3 the similarity of
characteristic dimensions verified by Dziuban (1976), from
the Whittman Study (1962), to competencies identified by
Huff, Lake, and Schaalman <1982), 20 years later.
Organization and management characteristics were
studied by Duncan <1975).

He investigated task vs.

employee behavior in 304 randomly selected Minnesota
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principals.

Duncan/s results were very similar to those

from a previous study by Blake and Mouton (1964). Blake
and Mouton developed management grid concepts which
indicated that employee oriented administrators produced
significantly greater group morale and effectiveness.
Duncan suggested that these effective characteristics be
developed in aspiring administrative candidates.

This

construct fits neatly with leadership research of Argyris.
Croft (1967) also reported on the effectiveness of
employee oriented administrators but added the
characteristic of flexibility.

He concluded that the

managerial effectiveness of principals is lessened if they
~re unable to respond to their duties with flexibility.
In 1978 the National Association of Secondary School
Principals <NASSP) published the results of a two-year
longitudinal study which identified the administrative
characteristics of principals in effective secondary
schools.

These behavioral characteristics provided the

research foundation for competency-based training.

They

were defined as follows:
1.

Problem analysis - gathers data relevant to making
appropriate decisions.
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2.

Judgment - ability to reach logical conclusions
and high quality decisions based on available
information.

3.

Decisiveness - expresses forcefulness and confidence
when a decision is made.

4.

Leadership - takes the role of being fully in charge
and responsible for al 1 that happens in a situation.

5.

Sensitivity - the awareness of the effects of one/s
behavior and decisions on others.

6.

Stress tolerance - ability to perform under pressure
during opposition; to think on one/s feet.

7.

Oral communication - the ability to present one/sown
ideas in an open and genuine manner effectively using
communication skills.

8.

Written communication - clear, properly structured
written communications.

9.

Range of interests - ability to discuss a variety of
subjects and desire to actively participate in various
events.

10. Personal motivation - need to achieve ln al 1

activities attempted; evidence that work is
important to personal satisfaction.
11. Educational values - ability to formulate wel 1

reasoned educational philosophy.

19
12. Organization - schedules activities and use of
human and other resources to accomplish goals;
focuses on time, deadlines, and flow.
Boardman (1983) identified components of an
administrative development model which supported the
findings of Hemphi11 <1962), Dziuban <1976), Duncan
(1975), and NASSP (1978).

He concurred with the major

findings of their research but added the dimensions of
climate, social and political systems, values, general
systems, and group analysis.

Identified tasks were

addressed through competency training and then applied
using theory processes in a Contingency Framework for
Administrative Development Model <CFAD), Allen (1984).
Rouche and Baker (1986) studied 154 secondary schools
selected as the best in America in 1982 by
the United States Department of Education.

Researchers

examined the characteristics of these administrators who
had been recognized as effective in the pursuit of
educational excellence.

They found seven attributes

common among the administrators studied:
1.

Appropriate control to allow teachers autonomy within
school policy.

2.

Cultivation of cohesiveness within the organization.
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3.

Strong commitment to a vision of what the school
ought to be.

4.

Reward orientation.

5.

Simplicity in task organization and delegation.

6.

Collaborative effort.

7.

A focus on learning and teaching.
There is considerable overlap between administrative

characteristics and the research and theories reviewed.
Table 4 shows support of the dimensions identified in four
investigations conducted over the past 24 years.
Musel la <1975) found that certain operable
conditions in the personality characteristics of the
school principal are predictors in dimension areas listed
in Table 4.

This ls an important finding to consider with

regard to the total scope of administrative duties, tasks,
and characteristics.

Focus then should be directed to use

of these characteristics in selecting and training future
administrators.
These characteristics were analyzed in a review of

literature on princlpalship characteristics from 1970 to
1981 by Barth and Deal

(1982).

They concluded that the

data are theoretical and largely un-tested.

They

recommended the research be synthesized and efforts made

21

TABLE 4
CROSS REFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE SKILLS
AND RESEARCH THEORIES**
Hemphil 1

NASSP

Boardman

(1962)

(1978)

(1983)

Leadership
Organization
Sensitivity
Decisiveness
Oral-written
communication
Personal motivation
Problem analysis
Judgment
Educational values
Stress tolerance
Range of Interest
Analysis
Delegation
Interpersonal
relationships
Cammi tmen t

**

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*

Rouche &
Baker (1986)

*

*

*
*
*

*

*

*
*

*

*

*
*

*

Adapted from 11 High Performing Principals: A Synthesis 11
in Review of Literature and Resources on High-Performing
Principals by Lake (1981).
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to develop new methods to identify those qualities
associated with successful principals.
Investigation of principalship characteristics has
been studied using quasi-empirical methodologies which
have yielded only relatively useful information.

The

preponderance of the studies are subjective "what"
studies.

Investigation into the empirical

11

how 11 of

effective performance needs to be done.
Pclncipal Competencies
A review of research on principal competencies
provided several pertinent definitions.

Carbal ly <1961)

defined competency as a factor that contributes to or is
an integral part of effective administrative behavior.
Klemp (1979) defined

competency as a generic knowledge,

skill, trait, self-schema, or motive of a person that is
causally related to effective behavior.

He further stated

that the competence of a person is judged by overal I
performance and can be measured by referencing it to some
external criteria.
A definition which is very relevant to educational
administration was stated by Boyatzis (1985).

He stated

that competencies are the personal- social - action
characteristics of an individual that are related to
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effective and or superior performance in a Job.

He

further noted that to define or describe what competencies
are, the observer has to deal with:
action, and 3)

1)

intent, 2)

outcome.

Mintzberg (1973) initiated the study of observation
and interview methods needed to gather data on
competencies and managerial work.

His research had a

major impact in directing the investigation of competency
identification.

He developed ten competency content

categories, and in his research began the current movement
toward identification of these areas by performance
indicators.
The skills of future principals will be varied and
yet specific in their application.

Howell (1981) profiles

the principal of the future as a partner with teachers in
which the responsibility is that of a facilitator of
educational outcomes.

Many competencies are required to

accomplish this role effectively.
Research in the competency area became more specific
as focus was placed on effective schools as a function of
the principal ship.

D/Amlco (1982) used a research I ist to

show the characteristics of effective schools identified
by Brookover and Lezotte <1979), Strother (1980), and
Edmonds (1981).

The dimensions of leadership, attitudes,
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ab i li t iP.s , and behavior skil 1s are interwoven in their
findings .
Lake (1981) summarized the
competencies in Table 5.

11

list

11

studies of

It was noted by Lake that these

studies contained the 1 imitations of not focusing on
effective principals, using mixed groups of raters with
different perceptions, and different environments.
The American Association of School Administrators
<1982) de veloped seven theoretical foundations inherent in
competenc · d imensions:
1.

Designing, implementing, and evaluating school climate
improvement program.

2.

Understanding political theory.

3.

Developing a systematic school curriculum program.

4.

Managing various components of instructional systems.

5.

Assessing and implementing staff development and
evaluation activities.

6.

Managing human and financial resources.

7.

Conducting and using research in educational
management settings.
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TABLE 5
CONCLUSIONS OF STATE-OF-THE-ART SEARCH*
1.

2.

The principal is a key determinant of school success.
At present, there are no studies which
a)

identify competencies of high-performing
principals.

b)

scientifically validate the results.

c)

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

specify those organizational conditions under
which the identified competencies are relevant.
Most of the studies reviewed <e.g., 86% of the
dissertation abstracts) consisted of 11 making a list
of competencies and then asking principals, teachers,
superintendents, etc. to rate each competency on the
basis of its importance to the role of the principal . 11
Most of the studies reviewed did not focus
speciflcal ly on high-performing principals.
The work of George Klemp of McBer and Company resulted
in the identification of key competencies which were
identified via a structured interview technique.
No studies have been conducted which employ direct
behavioral observation techniques to identify
competencies of high-performing principals.
The manner in which organizational properties such as
goals, structure, norms, climate, technology and
environment modify competencies has not been
adequately explored.

*Adapted from

11

High Performing Principals:

in Review of Literature and
Principals by Lake <1981).

A Synthesis"

Resource~ on High Performing
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Little <1982) fol lowed this research by developing
four classes of behavior summarized from investigations in
duties, roles, characteristics and competencies of
principals.

He stated that high performing principals

contribute to effectiveness by modeling, organizing, and
showing commitment.

They sanction teachers/ efforts

toward effective educational outcomes by creating an
environment safe for change, innovation, and professional
growth.

Little concluded that reliance should not be on

global measures of effectiveness but on flexibility in
these contexts.

Clossett and Garner <1982) also supported

these findings.

Their analysis indicated the effective

principal maximizes instructional time, maintains a
supportive climate, and implements optimal supervision and
staff professional development programs.
Hagger and Scarr (1983) also investigated the skills
needed to be an effective principal specifically in the
areas of leadership and management.
skills "priority functions.
1.

Planning

2.

Organizing

3.

Control ling/Monitoring

4.

Directing

5.

Interpersonal sk 111 s

11

They cal led these

They are:
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6.

Evaluation

7.

Community relations.
These findings were similar to and supported the

results by Branscum (1983).

Branscum investigated the

competency dimension of rural Oklahoma principals.

A

perceptionnaire was administered to 300 randomly selected
principals, superintendents, board members, and teachers.
The instrument generated data on twelve competency areas
using five indicator statements.

The findings suggested

that the competencies related to dealing with the human
components of the school and the improvement of the
educational program were most important.
Studies commissioned by the Florida Council on
Educational Management began the identification of
competencies based on effective performance.

The trend

was begun to study the competencies required to perform
the duties and tasks already identified.

It should be

noted that investigations focused on moderate or high
performing educational managers as a function of effective
schools.
Huff, Lake, and Schaalman (1982) used statistical
analysis of the frequency of specific behaviors to
identify competencies that are basic and shared by
moderate and high performers and those that are optimal
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and found only in high performers.

Snyder (1984)

developed a "management productivity model

11

consisting of

four main cluster categories that were congruent with the
main body of current research.

Each cluster llsts

competency areas to effect optimal performance.
Organizational Planning
1.

School wide goal setting

2.

Work group performance

3.

Individual staff performance

Developing Staff
4.

Staff development

5.

Clinical supervision

6.

Work group development

7.

Quality control

Developing Program
8.

Instructional program

9.

Resources development

Assessing School Productivity
10.

Assessing achievement

Cunningham (1985) and Goodlad (1985) described
leadership skills of school principals that were
consistent with Snyder 1 s (1984) findings.

The National

Education Association reported similar findings in a 1986
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literature review regarding the role of the principal in
effective schools.
Yukl <1982) reported in his review of manager i al
research that the fol lowing categories were repeated
across several studies:
1.

Planning, coordinating, and organizing operations.

2.

Establishing and maintaining good relations with
subordinates.

3.

Supervising subordinates.

4.

Estab 1~ shing effective relations with superiors,
associates, and outsiders.

5.

Assuming organizational responsibility.
Manasse (1982) presented an alternative description

of effective principals that contrasts with the majority
of the current research.

She focused on the question:

"effective at what?"
The compilation of ethnographic research by Mlntzberg
<1973, 1976), Huff, Lake, and Schaalman (1982), Boyatzls
<1982), and Martinko <1984) identifies the same basic

attr i butes.

See Table 6.

However, Blumberg and

Greenfield (1980) concluded that there were only three
basic common elements of principal effectiveness:
initiative, and resourcefulness.

vision,
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TABLE 6
CROSS REFERENCE OF THE FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES
WITH CURRENT COMPETENCY RESEARCH

FPC

Blumberg Yuki Huff
Hager Branscum Snyder Martinko Manasse
Greenfield
Lake
Scarr
Schaalman
1982
1984
1984
1984
1980
1981 1982
1983 1983

Leadership
Decisiveness
Coomitment
Interpersonal
Search
Information
Search
Concept
Formation
Flexibility
Managing
Interaction
Persuasiveness
Concern for
Image
Tactical
Adaptability
Achievement
Motivation
Management
Control
Developmental
Orientation
Organizational
Ability
Delegation
Self-

*
*
*

*

*

*
*

*

*

Presentation *
Written
COODJnication
Organizational *
Sensitivity

*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*

*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
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Manasse concluded that there is no single prototype
for the principalship.

Effective principals create images

of their schools as they would like them to be and then
use their total managerial being to make their visions of
their schools into reality.
In 1984, Manasse followed with supporting evidence
for this concept.

She focused on

11

purposing

11

in the areas

of vision <Vaill, 1982; Sergiovanni, 1984) and analytic
skills <Huff, Lake,

&

Schaalman, 1982).

She concluded

that the combination of personal vision, information
sensing and analysis skills, and interpersonal skills
generates commitment to a congruent set of values and
goals distinguishing effective school leaders.
Duties identified by Hemphill, Griffiths, and
Frederiksen (1962), Hemphil 1 (1965), Rock <1966), McCleary
<1971), the National Association of Secondary School
Principals (1978), Araki (1979), Boardman <1983), Strother
(1983), Branscomb (1983), and Mangieri (1985) provided a
clear statement of the "what" or the tasks that principals
perform.

They did not, however, specify the generic

knowledge, skills, or traits that contribute to effective
performance in these areas.

The following study moved

beyond the tasks themselves and concentrated on the
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methods principals of effective schools used to accomplish
them.
Investigation into this area was conducted by Huff,
Lake, and Schaalman (1982) with the goal identifying
competencies that characterize outstanding Florida
principals.

This study, commissioned by the Florida

Council on Educational Management, used the research and
theories of Harvard professor and founder of McBer and
Company David McC1el land.

McBer/s Job Competence

Assessment Instrument was used to collect data identifying
principal characteristics that contributed to effective
performance.

The resulting "competency model" can be

applied to performance appraisal and evaluation of
training programs.
The investigators identified 31 effective schools
based on standardized test scores.

Ethnographic

interviews were conducted with an experimental group which
consisted of 17 high-performing principals and a control
group of 14 average performing principals.
researchers identified 14 competencies.

The

Six were termed

basic because they were found in both control and
experimental performers.

The other eight competencies

were labeled optimal as a result of being exhibited at a
statistically significant higher level by the experimental

33

group. <See Table 7.)

The competencies were organized

into four clusters and are described as shown in Table 7.
The results show statistical validation of five of the 19
principal competencies adopted by the FCEM in 1984:
information gathering, concept formation, conceptual
flexibility, organizational ability and proactive
orientation.
Croghan, Lake and Schroder (1983) fol lowed with an
investigation of high-performing principals in Florida.
Their objectives were to identify a method for analyzing
the principal dimensions and then to use the method to
arrive at a set of dimensions possessing the greatest
validity to differentiate between high and moderate
performing principals.

Two phases of the analysis are

important and pertinent to this study.

First, the

identification of the set of competencies based on the
preponderance of the research.

These are listed and shown

by study in Table 8, Croghan, Lake, and Schroder (1983).
Second, development and presentation of definitions and
behavioral indicators of optimal and basic competencies.
The results of their research in Broward, Dade, Lee,
and Palm Beach County assessment centers identified six
clusters similar to those described by Huff, Lake, and
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TABLE 7
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE COMPETENCIES
OF THE PRINCIPALS IN THE STUDY*

Competencies

M~gn ~Qmpet~n~y S~Qr~~
Superior
Average
Performers Performers
t
(n=l?)
(n=14)
1-tai led

prob

PURPOSE AND DIRECTION
1. Sense of Control
2. Convnitment to School
Mission

1.6
1.1
0.5

1.0
0.6
0.4

1.2
1.5
0.2

NS

COGNITIVE SKI LLS
3. Manit o 19
4. Ability to Recognize
Pat terns
5. Perceptual
Objectl vi ty
6. Analytical Abi 1it y

6.3
0.4
2.9

3.2
0. 1
]. 4

3.5
1.3
2.2

.001
.10
.05

2.1

1. 4

1.3

. 10

0.9

0.4

1.6

. 10

CONSENSUS MANAGEMENT
7. Concern for Image
8. Participatory Style
9. Tactical Adaptability
10. Persuasiveness

8.1

5.6
0.6
1.9
2.0
1. 1

I. 7

0.9
0.6
1.2
1.5

.05
NS
NS
NS
.10

0.8
2.4

2.9
1.9

12. I
QUALITY ENHANCEMENT
11. Commitment to Quality 1.8
3.0
12. Focused Involvement
in Change
1.3
13. Coaching Skills
3.8
14. Firmness in Enforcing
Quality Standards

NS2
.10

NS

1. 7

I .0
1. 9
1.8

1. 7
4.1

0.7
-1.0

NS
NS

10. 1
0.9

*Adapted from Principal IH ff et:eace~: Exe~ 11 ~n~~ in SchoQl
L~gg~r~bip gQQ M2ngg~m~ □ t by Huff, Lake, Schaalman (1982).

.05

.05
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TABLE 8
VALIDATION CROSS-REFERENCE OF FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES
BY RESEARCH STUDIES
Crogan, Lake,
Schroder (1983)
Proactive Orientation
Decisiveness
Interpersonal Search
Information Search
Concept Formation
Conceptual Flexibility
Managing Interaction
Persuasiveness
Achievement Orientation
Management Control
Organization Ability
Self Presentation
Coomittment to School Mission

Huff, Lake
Schaalman 1982

*

Boyatzis
1982

*

NASSP

1982

*

*

*

*
*
*
*

*

*

*
*

*

*

*
*

*
*

*
*

*

Concern for Image
Tactical Adaptability
Developmental Orientation
Delegation
Oral and Written Coomunication
Organizational Sensitivity

*

*
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Schaalman <1982).

The competencies are listed by cluster,

high-performing and basic in Table 9.

Each competency was

defined according to unidimensionality, relationship to
validated competency, and feasibility of evaluation in
standard assessment methods.

These investigators also

made a maJor contribution by stating in-depth behavioral
indicators for each competency.

The competencies and

behavioral indicators were shortened by Madden <1986) and
are listed in Appendix 1.
The importance of these indicators became apparent in
light of the work of Boyatzis <1982).

He related

Individual characteristics to competencies in an "onion
layered" model.

Figure 1.

See Figure 1.

Boyatzis/ Individual Characteristics
and Competencies.
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TABLE 9
THE PROPOSED HIGH PERFORMING AND BASIC COMPETENCIES*

Cluster

High-Performing
Competencies

Basic
Competencies

Purpose and
Direction

Proactive Orientation
Decisiveness

Commitment to
School Mission

Cognitive
Ski 1 1 s

Interpersonal Search
Information Search
Concept Formation
Conceptual Flexibility

Consensus
Management

Managing Interaction
Persuasiveness

Concern for Image
Tact! ca 1
Adapt ab i 1 i t y

Qua l it y
Enhancement

Achievement Motivation
Management Control

Development
Orientation

Organization

Organizational Ability

Delegation

Communication

Self Presentation

Written
Communication
Organizational
Sensitivity

*Adapted from "Identification of the Competencies of
High-Performing Principals in Florida, Florida
Council on Educational Management by Croghan, Lake,
and Schroder (1983).
11
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The competencies and indicators themselves evolve
from the duties, roles, and characteristics of effective
performance developed from this review. <See Figure 2.)

Figure 2.

Competency Development from Duties,
Roles, and Characteristics.

Effective performance occurs in the common area of
Boyatzls/ Effective Job Performance Model shown in Figure
3.

The optimal performance occurs when the Job demands,

the organizational environment, and the indlvidual/s
competencies become congruent.
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Figure 3.

Boyatzis/ Effective Job Performance
Model.

Them ~el described in Figure 4 shows the process
through which an individual develops and internalizes a
competency.

The first three steps involve training study

activities.

Steps four and five consist of modeling and

role-playing.

Step six involves the actual performance

application in a job situation.

Figure 4.

Boyatzls/ Competency Acquisition Model.
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The Martinko (1984) study addressed issues and
weaknesses identified in reviews of education and
management literature.

This study is unique in its

findings in several ways.
observational

First, it was a major

leadership study which differentiated

between performance levels and concentrated on effective
performers.

Second, differences in environment were used

as independent variables.

Third, quantitative and

qualitative data were collected and used.

Not only was

the significant difference in frequency of behaviors
determined, but the study contained a qualitative
description of the "how" of effective performance.
The major objective of the Martinko study (1984) was
to provide a reliable and valid description of the
behavior of high performing educational managers.
Qualitative methods were employed to identify behaviors
and their descriptors.

Quantitative methods were used to

scientifically document the validity of the behaviors
derived.

Triangulation strategy <Jick, 1979), using

complimentary analysis, was employed to study the
relationships between the quantitative and qualitative
variables.
The data were collected via unobtrusive, direct
non-participant observations.

The frequency analysis
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showed that 95% of the effective principal behavior
observed could be clustered into six groups:
leader/controller, information processing, interpersonal
communication, touring/monitoring, impromptu meetings, and
office management.

These findings generally supported

previous investigations by Blumberg and Greenfield <1980),
and Edmonds (1981), Huff, Lake, and Schaalman (1982), and
Hager and Scarr (1983).
The Martinko study made major contributions in two
areas.

First, further support of the 14 basic and high

performing principal competencies identified by Huff,
Lake, and Schaalman <1982) was made.

Second, and equally

as important, was the identification of behavioral skil 1
indicators inherent in effective performance in these
dimensions.
Madden and Drummond (1986) proposed a set of
definitions and skil 1 indicators to describe the 19
Florida Principal Competencies.

They suggested that

critical incidents be collected to describe the situation
in which a competency was applied, describe the intent of
the principal/s action, the specifics of the action, and
the results of the action.

Madden and Drummond contended

that these examples wll 1 serve to explain the meanings of
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each i ndica t or and can be deve l oped germaine to
elementary, middle , or high school situations.
These concepts provide data to assist in the
identification and evaluation of competencies essential to
the effective principalship.

Table 10 shows the

competencies validated by data in the FCEM study
by Huff, Lake, and Schaalman <1982), and the Boyatzis
study (1985).

Boyatzis has stated that this is the most

significant work being done in this area in America today.
Competency-based Training
The theories of applied science have not served the
field of educational administration very wel 1.

A majority

of principal preparation program designs are linked to
perceptions or conceptions of administration, according to
Sergiovanni (1985).

With the development of the Florida

Principal Competencies and their skill or performance
indicators, however, direction is now being given to how
professional training in the field should be conceived.
Sergiovanni (1985) further stated that our competency
knowledge base should emphasize the education of these
concepts from a professional practice
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TABLE 10
SUPPORT FOR THE VALIDITY OF THE FLORIDA DIMENSIONS
BY THE FCEM AND BOYATZIS STUDIES

Dimensions Validated
by the FCEM Study

Dimensions Validated
by the Boyatzis Study

Information Gathering
Concept Formation
Conceptual Flexibility
Organizational Ability
Proactive Orientation

Proactive Orientation

Unique Dimensions
Validated by
FCEM Study

Unique Dimensions
Validated by
Boyatzis Study

Interpersonal Search
Persuasiveness
Achievement
Tactical Ability
Commitment to School
Concern for Image

Interpersonal Search
Persuasiveness
Achievement
Socialized Power

Concept Formation
Conceptual Flexibility
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persp e c ti ve.

Only then can training programs of a

clin i ca l nature which focus on effective performance be
implemented.

These programs wil 1 promote better

understanding of schooling and enable principals to make
optimal decisions regarding these issues.
The importance of the school principal in effective
schools was studied by many investigators.

Roland Barth

<1985), Director of the Harvard University Princlpa1/s
Center, states the pr i ncipal is the hub around which the
effective ~chool turns.

Professional development for

principals ls a major solution to positive educational
reform and necessitates the principal being a life-long
learner <Trusty, 1968).

Barth/s Principal Center Model

for professional growth is a vehicle for the process of
studying theory to practice and to improvement.
Prior to the movement for competency training for
administrators, principals did not receive adequate
preparation to manage effective schools.

Brown and Hunter

(1986) note in an address to the American Educational
Research Association that principals have not received
training to perform the new responsibilities placed on
them by educational reform efforts.

They recommended that

state educational departments establish standards of
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performance, evaluation, and professional development and
growth programs.
Principals themselves recognize the lack of formal
preparation and continued growth opportunities available
to them.

Greenleaf (1983) found in Bowers/ Study of 300

middle school principals in 49 states that only 28.3
percent of the random sample had received formal training
for their administrative position.

According to a

five-year Georgia research report, The Compleat Principal
<1986), the majority of the principal candidates polled
said they were generally unprepared for what was ahead in
the school setting.

Nearly one-third of the practicing

principals pol led indicated they needed additional
training in nearly all content areas related to the
principal ship.

This fol lowed and supported the Georgia

Superintendents Working Commission findings <1984).
Two-thirds of the principal respondents in a needs
assessment study conducted by Nesset and Faunce <1974)
cited items similar to the cluster competencies identified
by Martinko (1984) as areas in which they needed
professional training.

These concepts were further

supported by Goor and Farris (1978) in their nationwide
survey of public school administrator training.

The vast

majority of the superintendents and principals surveyed
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called for a maJor change toward improvement in
preparation and development programs for future
administrators.
Gilbert (1977) investigated the training and
development needs of Canadian administrators using surveys
and ethnographic methodologies.

The findings began to

focus needs areas specific to dimensions of interpersonal
skills, personnel, organization, instruction and
curriculum.

These results were supported by Yuki (1982)

in his review of 22 years of research on managerial
leadership.

His summary included 22 behavioral categories

of the principalship identified by Huff, Lake, and
Schaalman <1982), Croghan, Lake, and Schroder (1983), and
Martlnko (1984).

He combined the ideas and knowledge

between management and educational administration.

He

concluded that success of training programs should begin
with identification of relevant competencies.

Effective

program outcomes hinged on performance-based training in
technical, conceptual, and interpersonal dimensions.
The principal research axioms proposed by Barth
(1982) are important to consider in light of the obvious
lack of principal preparation.

Major constructs are that

the principal is the key to the school; the quality of
educational programs depends on the principal; the
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principal is the most important reason teachers grow; and
the principal determines school climate.

They indicate

the critical relationship between the principal and the
effective school <Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980; Edmonds,
1981; Barth, 1982, 1985; Huff, Lake, & Schaalman, 1982;

Crogan, Lake,

&

Schroder, 1983; Martinko, 1984; and

Cunningham, 1985).

They also reinforced and supported the

need for strengthening preservice professional training,
preparation and development <Austin, 1970).
A report by the Commission for Educational Equality
(1986) cited the need and recent movement toward
competency-based training of school principals to solve
this problem.

The Commission further stated that on-going

evaluations and efforts in professional growth should be
implemented based on competencies exhibited in total
performance.

McDaniel (1984) supported this cnncept in

his list of characteristics of effective schools, which
coincide with Peters and Waterman/s
Excellence (1982).

In Search of

Further support to the competency

characteristics was given by DuFour <1986).
It seems that competency identification research
commissioned by the FCEM can be used to develop areas of
acquisition education, training, and development.
concept is supported by one of the conclusions of

This
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Greenfield <1982).

He noted that research, selection, and

training needed to be more relevant and specific to actual
situations principals face on the job.

Modern dimensions

intern principals needed to develop are listed by Kelly
<1983) in Table 11.

TABLE 11
DIMENSIONS OF COMPETENCY TRAINING

Interpersonal Communication

Listening and Counseling

Motivation
Crisis Intervention

Scheduling
Delegating

Time Management

Sponsoring

Public Relations

Networking

Competency-based Intern Training Programs
Brown (1986) discussed the lack of preparation of
school principals to manage effective schools.

Sweeney

<1980) discussed the lack of educational results in

today's schools and noted the need to examine and improve
training programs designed to develop professional
abilities.

He promoted the administrative internship as

the optimal solution to this issue.

The majority of
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recent research also supported the value of effective
internship programs in training future administrators
CAidala, 1982; Pellicer, 1982, 1984; Smith, 1982; Barth,
1984; Pel 1 icer, 1984; McDermott, 1984).
More specifically, competency-based training has been
suggested for aspiring principals (Barth, 1984; Daresh
LaPlant, 1983; Pel licer, 1984).

&

Sergiovanni (1985) also

supported this notion but added that the competency
acquisition should be in a metaphor educational context.
The

, timate purpose of this training or education

should be the development and application of identified
effective behavioral Job competencies (Barth, 1984;
Pel licer, 1984; McDermott, 1984; Drummond

&

Snyder, 1986).

The description of the training program included many
necessary components.

In most programs, the length was

initially one year (Orange County, 1986; Gardner & Reid,
1986; North Carolina Department of Education, 1985), but
the trend is now toward a two-year program because of the
amount and diversity of activities (McDermott, 1985).
The concept of an administrator-mentor for the intern
candidate has become universal in effective programs
<Orange County, 1986; Gardner
County Schools, 1981).

&

Reid, 1986; Richland

The principal mentor assists the

intern in development of an

II

individual improvement plan"
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designed to contract activities for development,
acquisition, and evaluation of competencies through
performance <Orange County, 1986; Van Dusseldorp, 1983;
Pel 1 icer, 1984).

Learning contracts became focused and

were used to concentrate efforts in specific competency
areas identified through evaluations or assessments
<Summers, 1983; Van Dusseldorp, 1983; Orange County,
1986).

Individual improvement plans and learning

contracts in the training program channel objectives
desired by school districts into field experiences or real
world practices <McDermott, 1984).

Sweeney (1980)

evaluated these dimensions in his discussion of the NASSP
Administrative Intern Project.

He found significantly

higher confidence scores among the experimental training
program group than among non-intern control candidates in
competency areas.
Other intern activities for effective programs
include seminars, sharing sessions, peer-critiques and
retreats <Pel licer, 1982; Barth, 1984; Orange County,
1986; Gardner & Reid, 1986).

Performance feedback is also

an important issue in developing effective principals.
Licata (1976) field tested FOCUS <Field-Oriented
Competency Utilization System) for school administrators.
He studied 338 intern candidates/ progress toward
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achieving competency objectives in administration.

The

results generated "high priority performance indicators"
and also showed improved competence perception.

Licata

concluded that program training participants showed more
observable evidence indicating competency acquisition
through performance.
The components reviewed describe optimal
characteristics of a competency-based training program.
They each serve a specific function to assist interns in
development and practical acquisition of relevant
competencies.

Any effective intern program must have a

model with which to operate to achieve these aims, goals,
and objectives.

Boyatzis (1982) developed such a model

after reviewing over 1200 studies of management training
and development.
4.

The six-step process is shown in Figure

In order to internalize a competency, practice and job

application must be the final steps employed.
Reviewed research indicated three major aims of
intern programs (Summers, 1983; McDermott, 1984).

First,

a district can mold the style and effectiveness of future
administrators through competency-based methodologies.
Second, intern programs facilitate long range planning.
Third, a district has an opportunity to test

52

administrative aspirants under real-world situations, and
to provide feedback and a basis for growth.
Training programs judged to be effective contain
several common components.

The administrator-mentor for

intern candidates has become commonplace in effective
programs <Orange County, 1986; Gardner and Reid, 1986;
Richland County Schools, 1981).

Evaluations should be

conducted on-site <Stewart, 1974, 1976; Fingerman, 1975;
Sizer, 1983; Drummond

&

Snyder, 1984).

Finally, they

should be based on competency performance identified
through skil 1 indicators and they should provide feedback
for growth <Persel 1, 1982; Madden & Drummond, 1986;
Florida Council on Educational Management, 1986).
The internship field experience, when developed in
these contexts, can provide optimal preparation for future
principals.

As leadership programs change in response to

the varying needs of education, the function and strucure
of the internships must also change.

Documentation of

changes and modifications in programs can be helpful in
developing a foundation on which to build a more precise
description of the internship.

How it works and what the

impact wil 1 be are crucial questions
investigated <Hoekstra, 1975).

which need to be
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Eva l uation of Principal Competencies
Competence is best measured through an accumulation
of evidence over time, indicating that an individual is
able to apply knowledge and perform certain functions and
skills in ways which are perceived positively by that
individual and those with whom he or she is working
<Boyatzis, 1985).

A person is competent when what he or

she knows, does, or feels is evaluated in a positive light
and is consistent in behavior patterns.

These concepts

about competencies emphasize reliability <an accumulation
of consistent evidence) and validity (apply knowledge and
perform ski 1 ls), and are perceived in a positive,
legitimate manner <Anderson, 1985).
The need for valid and reliable evaluation
methodologies is crucial to educational administration
today.

Duke and Stiggins (1985) stated that evaluation

systems have two basic purposes:
improvement.

accountability and

They studied assessment methods in 30

randomly selected Oregon school districts.

Results showed

that principals felt evaluation systems were inadequate
and lacked "hard data" specific to performance.
Evaluations of the degree to which objectives were met
were the norm in principal assessment.

Yet, this system

does not touch the "how" or skills required to attain
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objectives or perform principalship tasks.

They further

noted that few systems gave constructive growth-promoting
feedback that is essential to professional improvement.
They concluded that part of the problem was that
priorities of other issues push principal growth down on
the 1 ist.

Another concern is the apparent lack of valid

sample performance criteria to assess effective
performance.
Baker and Johnson (1975) suggested an effective model
for evalu at i ng the impact of training managers.

The

Educational Management Development Center <EMDEC) was
studied as it attempted to extend competency capabilities
of school administrators.

They found that optimal

performance measures developed in areas they were
assessing were most effective.
Assessment should be based on occupational analyses
and validations of empirically based performance
indicators.

Performance evaluations should be developed

and conducted based on these generic indicators
<Greenfield, 1982).

Baltzel and Dentler (1983) supported

these concepts in a national study of ten randomly sampled
school districts with enrollments of 10,000 or more.

The

ethnographic design identified commonalities of selection
Processes based on competencies necessary to the effective
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pr i nc i palshlp.

From these, a set of criterion standards

for performance and professional development programs were
listed .

Persel 1 <1982) supported the assessment by skill

indicator notion in his research.

He stated that

principals shou l d not be measured by student achievement
alone but on effective performance competencies. Persel 1
noted Broward County/s administrator training program
concepts of criterion-based training as a forerunner in
this area.
A dimension which has become important in training
and development program assessment is that it should be
conducted as an on-going function at the school site.
Drummond and Snyder <1984) found that identified
competencies vary with the relevant need.

Research by

Boyatzis (1982, 1985) specified performance assessment
with regard to a job competency model.

See Figure 3.

This construct supported the concepts presented and gave
direction to appropriate evaluation.

Another

consideration was identified by Stewart <1974, 1976), who
found that activities and tasks of managers are strongly
influenced by environmental variables specific to
location and situation.

Sizer (1983) concurred with this

research and added another basis for on-going school site
assessments.

He concluded along with Bossert (1981) and
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Dwyer (1984) that environmental contexts as wel 1 as
personal characteristics are important factors in
effective performance.

Huff, Lake, and Schaalman (1982)

concurred and added that contextual pressures are likely
to prompt or modify responses in competency performance or
even elicit competencies other than those identified.
In his third report Fingerman (1975) studied the
relationships between task characteristics and
competencies required for task performance.

His findings

lend very strong support to on-going assessment by the
principal-mentor or learning supervisor of the intern
candidate <Drummond & Snyder, 1984).

He reported that

task variations significantly changed approaches and
competencies necessary in dealing with tasks.

Boardman

(1983) agreed with the on-site evaluation using
Sergiovanni/s (1985) contingency notion.

The thesis was

that evaluation of administrative competencies is specific
to the organization, the environment, and the task to be
accomplished.

Sergiovanni (1985) also suggested that the

competency research base should be viewed conceptually and
competency constructs should be termed

11

metaphors

11

from

which administrators develop their own unique responses to
various situations.

These conclusions were also supported

by Barth (1982, 1984) and Pellicer <1984).
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These conclusions support several components of
intern candidate assessment.

Assessment procedures need

to measure affective behaviors based on identified skills
or competency dimensions.

They need to involve

considerations of job performance, demands, and
environmental or contextual pressures.

They need to be

continual and conducted by school-based mentors or
learning supervisors.

Finally, they need to be

constructive and provide feedback for development and
improvement.

CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Introduction
This chapter describes procedures and methodology for
conducting the study.
sections:

1) research design;

obtaining approval;
of data;

It is divided into seven major

6)

4)

2)

sample selection;

instrumentation;

data analysis; and 7)

5)

3)

preparation

reliability and

validity.
This study investigated the following problem
statement:

What is the impact of the Preparing New

Principals Program in the areas of competency acquisition,
development, and performance of intern principal
candidates?

Data were collected in two forms: supervising

principal perception of the intern 1 s acquisition of
competencies and the intern 1 s perception during the
program of his or her own development in terms
Florida Principal Competencies.

of the 19

A competency-based

performance evaluation of the interns was conducted by the
learning supervisors.

Instrumentation consisted of 63

skil I indicators which assess the level of acquisition
58

59
and development of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies
by each intern candidate studied in Orange and Broward
School Districts <Florida Council on Educational
Management, 1984; Madden, 1985; Madden and Drummond,
1986).

See Appendix 2.

The same instrument was used by

each intern principal to provide data about his or her
perception of program effectiveness in each competency
dimension.

The investigation was conducted using intern

principals during the 1986-1987 and 1987-1988 school
years.
Research Design
The investigation utilized a two-group, post-test
formative study.

The study was considered ex-post-facto

because program conditions were pre-existing and there was
no control group.

It described acquisition and

development of competencies gained during the intern
training program.

Data were based on supervising

principal and intern principal perceptions of the intern/s
performance.

This study used a performance assessment

instrument completed by learning supervisors evaluating
skills of intern principals on the 19 Florida Principal
Competency dimensions.

The same instrument was used to

collect data on the intern principals/ perceptions of the
extent to which the program provided development and
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acquisition of these competencies as measured by the skill
indicators.
Sample Selection
Subjects for this study consisted of al 1 intern
principals employed via targeted selection <Florida
Statutes

231.0861(2), 1986), and who participated in the

competency-based training program during the 1986-1987 and
1987-1988 school years.

Subjects included elementary,

middle, and high school intern principals from the Orange
and Broward school districts.

These districts were chosen

because of the similarity of their training and evaluation
procedures, the large number of intern principals
available for study, and the advanced state of their
programs <Persel 1, 1982).
Obtaining Approval
Prior approval was obtained from both school
districts to conduct the study.

Research requests were

submitted along with a copy of the proposal to each
district.
Meetings were conducted with the coordinators for
the

II

Preparing New Pr inc i pa 1s Program" in each of the

districts.

Perspectives on the areas of program

evaluation, procedures, instrumentation, and support were
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discussed and considered in the design of the study.
Their recommendations provided focus and support for the
purpose of t he study.
Instrumentation
Instrument Construction
The competency checklist instrument <Appendix 2)
used in this study evolved from the 63 skil 1 indicators
that describe the 19 Florida Principal Competencies, and
was developed and adopted by the Florida Council on
Educational Management in January, 1984 <Huff, Lake, &
Schaalman, 1982; Croghan, Lake, & Schroder, 1983;
Martinko, 1984; Madden & Drummond, 1986).

The instrument

was analyzed and found to conform to the developmental
procedures for surveys recommended by Sudman and Bradburn
(1982).

The same instrument was used to collect data

regarding the learning supervisors/ and the intern
principals/ perception of the extent to which the
Preparing New Principals Program addressed development and
acquisition of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies.
Recommendations from the two districts/ program
coordinators were employed to define the rating scale.
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Evaluators
The evaluators consisted of learning supervisors for
the intern principals in Orange and Broward Districts.
The research findings of Stewart (1974, 1976), Bossert
(1981), Drummond and Snyder (1984), Madden and Drummond
(1986) supported the use of principal learning supervisors
as primary evaluators.

Evaluators were district trained

in competency-based and performance management assessments
<Florida Department of Education, 1982-83; Florida Council
on Educational Management, 1984; Gardner and Reid, 1986;
Orange County Public Schools, Preparing New Principals
Program Handbook, 1986).

Both programs studied involved

evaluation based on competency performance.
Preparation

of Data for Analysis

When the competency checklists were returned via mail
or courier, each one was screened for completeness, then
divided by district, group and level.

Statistical

Analysis System procedures were used to create three new
variables by converting evaluation of the level of
competency acquisition into a corresponding categorical
variable.

The range of potential responses was divided

into three groups according to levels of competency
acquisition.

The lowest third was termed the low group,
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the middle third the moderate group, and the upper third
the high group.

Further division of the data was done by

elementary and secondary administrative level.

From this

data a Statistical Analysis System computer program was
developed and written to perform the analysis
using descriptive statistics.
Data Analysis
Statistics were generated using Statistical Analysis
System program statements.

Data statements were analyzed

using descriptive methodologies to address the problem
statement and study questions.

Frequency distributions

were used to analyze the competencies and skill indicator
ratings.

Univariate Wilcoxin analysis was performed.

Spearman correlations of overal 1 competency means were
analyzed.

Comparisons of Spearman correlations and

response percentages in moderate and high competency
development categories for learning supervisors and intern
principals were done.

Each group of competency indicators

was correlated with the overal 1 competency dimension
ratings in the analysis to investigate any predictive
relationships.
For study question one, contingency tables for
district by competency were developed.

Cross-tabulations

and chi-square analysis was performed.

Frequency data
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were used to build a district profile for strong
competency dimensions and for those that need program
modification.
Analysis for question two was accomplished by
examining the rank order of the competencies in each
district.

Three dimensions ranked lowest in the low

group, and three ranked highest in the high group, were
identified for analysis.
Question three was analyzed using Spearman rho
correlations.

Data were analyzed in reference to how well

each of the skills was an indicator of the overall
competency dimension.

Spearman correlation matrices were

generated to further analyze this area.
Question four was studied using frequency data to
build an intern perception profile of program
effectiveness for each district.

Response percentages

were examined to determine the extent of intern
development and program effectiveness in competency
development and acquisition.
Competency dimensions were rank ordered and the three
most and least successful were identified.
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Reliability and Validity
Internal rel iabi 1 ity was determined from the overal 1
scores calculated from the 19 Florida Principal Competency
dimensions.

Overal 1 dimension scores were correlated

separate l y for each district to analyze internal
cons i stency.

Design of the study precluded a test-retest

st r ategy.
I n ternal rel iabi 1 ity for each of the 19 Florida
Principal Competencies was demonstrated by obtaining
Spearman correlat i ons£> .90

between skill indicators

that comprise the competency and the overall competency
rating for learning supervisor and intern groups.
Content validity for items in the instrument was
established through research collected in the review of
literature <Florida Department of Education, 1983; Huff,
Lake & Schaalman, 1982; Croghan, Lake, & Schroder, 1983;
Martinko, 1984; Madden, 1985; Madden, 1986; Madden
Drummond, 1986).

&

It was also demonstrated by obtaining

Spearman correlations£> .90 for skill indicator means
with overal 1 competency means for learning supervisor and
intern principal groups.
Program coordinators for the Preparing New Principals
Program in Orange and Broward School Districts a l so
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reviewed content validity to determine the extent to which
the i nstrument generated data relevant to the problem
statement and study questions.

CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS
Analysis

The purpose of this study was to investigate the
impact of the Preparing New Principals Program on
competency acquisition, development, and performance of
intern principals in Broward and Orange School Districts.
Data were collected from 59 Broward learning supervisors
and 57 intern principals.

Orange District respondents

consisted of 47 learning supervisors and 47 intern
principals.

Data were collected during the 1986-87 and

1987-88 school years to study related constructs.
The first area of investigation was to build a
Florida Principal Competency profile of the intern
principals for each district.

High and moderate

competency acquisition oimenslons were identified.
Investigation of the validity of skill indicators for each
competency dimension was completed.

Finally, development

of the intern perception of the training programs for the
19 Florida Principal Competencies was completed.
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Sample
Subjects for this study consisted of the population
of intern principals and corresponding learning
supervisors in Broward and Orange School Districts during
the 1986-87 and 1987-88 school years.

These districts

were chosen because of the configuration of their training
programs and the large number of respondents available to
this study.
Response rates for this investigation were very high.
For 1986-87, 100% of the Orange District interns and
learning supervisors responded.

Broward District learning

supervisors responded at a rate of 79%.

Broward interns

for the same year returned 95% of the competency
checklists .
Approximately the same response percentage rates were
realized for 1987-88.

Orange District interns and

learning supervisors returned 100% of the instruments.
Broward learning supervisors/ response rate was 85% while
the interns returned 91% of the instruments.
The total response rate for both years for Orange
District was 100%.

Total two-year response rate for

Broward District learning supervisors was 83%.
intern response rate was 93%.

The total
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Response rates by elementary, secondary, and
exceptional education were similar to rates for district
and group.
al 1 levels.

Orange District had response rates of 100% for
Broward elementary and secondary learning

supervisors returned 83% of the instruments.

Intern

respondents for the same year returned 97% for elementary
and 100% for secondary.
Totals from Broward learning supervisors for the
1987-88 school year are somewhat higher because there were

34 learning supervisors for 23 intern principals.
34, 29 responded for a response rate of 85%.

Of the

All Broward

interns responded from elementary and secondary levels,
but no responses from the two exceptional education
centers were returned.

A summary of the response

percentages is shown in Table 12.
Overal 1 response frequencies by level, district and
year are shown for learning supervisors in Table 13 and
for interns in Table 14.

Frequencies are consistent and

do not vary more than six percent for the variables:
group, level, district, and year.
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TABLE 12
STUDYWIDE INSTRUMENT RETURN RATE
1986-87

Number In
Program

1987-88

Number
Returned

Number In
Program

Number
Returned

27

24

12

13

6

5

9

15

3

1

2

1

38

30

34

29

Broward County

Le~rning
Supervisors
Elementary
Secondary
Exceptional
Total
Return%
Intern
Pcintipa1s
Elemen ary
Secondary
Exceptional
Total
Return%
Orange County
Learning
Supervisors
Elementary
Secondary
Exceptional

Total
Return%=
Int~!~
El~menti~~ls
Secondary
Exceptional
Total
Return%

85 (85.29)

79 (78.94)
29

28

12

12

6

6

9

9

3

2

2

0

38

36

23

21
91 <91. 30)

95 (94.73)

13

13

9

9

6

6

18

18

19

19

28

28
100

100

9

13

13

9

6

6

18

18

19

19

28

28

100

100
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TABLE 13
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR RESPONDING LEARNING
SUPERVISORS BY LEVEL, DISTRICT, AND YEAR
Frequency

Percent

Level
Elementary
Secondary
Exceptional

59
44
3

53.8
43.4
2.8

District
Broward
Orange

59
47

55.7
44.3

49
57

46.2
53.8

Year
86-87
87-88

TABLE 14
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR RESPONDING INTERN
PRINCIPALS BY LEVEL, DISTRICT, AND YEAR
Frequency

Percent

Level
Elementary
Secondary
Exceptional

62
39
3

59.6
37.5
2.9

District
Broward
Orange

57
47

54.8
45.2

55
49

52.9
47. 1

~

86-87
87-88
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These data indicated high respondent percentages for
the group (learning supervisor and intern), level
(elementary and secondary), district <Broward and
Orange),

and year (1986-87 and 1987-88).

Analysis of Study Questions
STUDY QUESTION 1:

To what extent are the intern

principals perceived through performance to have developed
the 19 Florida Principal Competencies during the training
and experiential activities of the internship?
Analysis of this question was approached from the
perspective of building a district profile of competency
development, acquisition, and performance for intern
principals.

Additionally it was investigated by examining

the extent to which interns were evaluated in the moderate
or high categories for competency development,
acquisition, and performance.

This was accomplished by

examining mean rating and frequency data.
Responses of learning supervisors evaluating intern
principals/ acquisition, development, and performance of
the 19 Florida Principal Competencies were crosstabulated
by level with high, moderate, and low mean ratings as the
dependent variable.

Analysis showed a

non-significant

chi-square test as the low category had less than five
responses for each competency.
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The table was collapsed to include low with moderate
responses and chi-square statistics were regenerated.
Resulting analysis showed significantly different response
rate percentages in high and moderate eel ls for several
competencies comparing elementary and secondary levels.
Interpretation of these data indicated no significant
low or unsatisfactory assignment of competency development
to intern principals on any of the 19 competency
dimensions as evaluated by learning supervisors.

This

observation supports the two categorical variables of
moderate or average and high or strong competency
development for interns in both school districts.
Preliminary data analysis was done using Statistical
Analysis System to generate a one-way Wilcoxon variance
test.

Resulting data indicated no significant difference

between the 19 competency distributions for Broward and
Orange learning supervisors

(Q

< .01).

The distributions

were not normally distributed and showed a skewness range
of -.13 to -.94.

Therefore, non-parametric analysis and

descriptive procedures were used to address the study
questions.

Mean ratings for learning supervisor responses

evaluating intern principals/ acquisition, development,
and performance in the 19 competency dimensions were
calculated for each district by level.
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Tab l e 15 1 ists mean ratings of intern development and
performance evaluation for Broward District.

The lowest

mean rating for elementary interns was 6.57 and for
secondary 6.25.

Highest means were 7.47 for elementary

and 7.19 for secondary.

Al 1 means were found to be well

within the moderate to high competency development range.
TABLE 15
MEAN RATINGS OF BROWARD DISTRICT INTERN DEVELOPMENT
OF THE 19 FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES AS
EVALUATED BY LEARNING SUPERVISORS

Elementary
Competency
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
7. 06
7 .17
7.42
6.72
7. 03
6.57
6.94
7 .17
6.92
7 .14
6.83
7.00
7. 11
7 .06
7.39
7. 03
7.29
7.25
7.28

1.14
1.25
1.03
1.16
1. 21
1.19
1.01
1.21
1.27
1.10
1.16
1.22
1.35
1.24
1.27
1.08
1.32
1.44
1.28

secondary
Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
6.25
6.75
6.90
6.50
7.00
6.80
6.45
6.70
6.70
7 .10
7.20
6.75
7 .10
7 .00
7. 05
6.74
7.00
7. 10
7.05

1. 74
1.37
1.65
1.15
1.25
1.15
1.39
1.45
1.49
1. 41
1.24
1.25
1.25
1.56
1.43
1.59
1. 81
1.48
1. 70
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Orange District elementary mean ratings ranged from a
low of 6.42 to a high of 7.47.
from 6.00 to 7.11.

Secondary means ranged

As shown in Table 16, all Orange

District interns were evaluated moderate to high in
competency development, acquisition, and performance by
their learning supervisors.
TABLE 16
MEAN RATINGS OF ORANGE DISTRICT INTERN DEVELOPMENT
OF THE 19 FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES AS
EVALUATED BY LEARNING SUPERVISORS
Elementary
Competency
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
6.68
6.42
7.32
6.70
6.70
6.62
6.58
6.90
6.86
7.33
6.81
6.95
6.76
6.86
6.67
6.45
6.90
7.48
7.24

1.56
1.35
1.29
1.30
1.59
1.47
1.60
1.36
1.35
1.49
1.40
l . 67
1. 61
1.35
1. 91
1. 76
1.62
1. 72
1.49

Secondary
Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
6.73
6.31
7. 04
6.08
6.61
6.58
6.30
6.50
6.27
7. 11
6.54
7 .08
6.38
6.81
6.58
6.00
6.35
6.93
7 .19

1.22
1.38
1.34
1.05
1.23
1.27
1.08
1.53
1.46
1.07
1.30
1.16
1.36
1.23
1.12
1.36
1.38
1.41
1.06
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Further analysis was completed using this data to
show linear comparison between mean ratings of the 19
Florida Principal Competencies for elementary and
secondary interns.

Mean ratings of learning supervisor

evaluation for intern principal competency development
were pooled for both districts by level, and are expressed
in Figure 5.

Two consistent trends emerged.

Secondary

interns were evaluated lower than elementary interns for
each of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies.

The second

trend sho~~ d similar strengths and weaknesses for both
levels in intern competency development as indicated by
mean ratings.
In order to determine whether this pattern was found
in each district, the variables district by level were
partitioned out to investigate trends identified in Figure
5.

Elementary and secondary linear mean rating

comparisons are expressed for Broward District in Figure 6
and for Orange District in Figure 7.
Results of linear analysis by district and level
indicated similar trends observed for the data in Figure
5.

Secondary interns were evaluated lower on competency

development than elementary interns.

Consistent

similarities in patterns of strengths and weaknesses were
observed.

There were two exceptions to this finding in
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each district.

As shown in Figure 6 for Broward District,

the competencies Concept Formation and Tactical
Adaptability were evaluated higher for secondary than for
elementary interns.

In Orange District, Proactive

Orientation and Achievement Motivation were evaluated
higher for secondary than for elementary interns (See
Figure 7).
In order to facilitate further investigation of the
extent of intern development of the 19 Florida Principal
Competencies, comparisons of cumulative frequency
percentages were examined for the moderate group (4-6) and
high group (7-9).

Data were then analyzed by district and

by elementary or secondary levels.
Results indicated similar trends but showed higher
response rates for the moderate categorical variable than
for mean data and linear analysis. Analysis for Broward
District indicated a large response frequency in the
moderate category for variables shown in Table 17.

The

same data for Orange District are expressed in Table 18.
Interpretation indicated moderate competency
development, acquisition, and performance of intern
principals for competencies listed in Tables 17 and 18.
The fact that secondary interns were evaluated lower in
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competency performance was further indicated by the
significantly larger number of dimensions observed in the
moderate category for that level.
TABLE 17
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS FOR BROWARD DISTRICT ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY LEARNING SUPERVISORS EVALUATING INTERNS
ON DEVELOPMENT OF THE 19 FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES
FOR THE LOW MODERATE DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITION VARIABLE

Number

Competency

Moderate
Frequency%

Elementary
2
4
11

12

Secondary
1
2
4
5
7
8
9

10
12
16
19

Decisiveness
Interpersonal Search
Tactical Adaptability
Achievement Motivation

40.0
36. 1
36. 1
36. 1

Proactive Orientation
Decisiveness
Interpersonal Search
Information Search
Conceptual Flexibility
Managing Interaction
Persuasiveness
Concern for Image
Achievement Motivation
Delegation
Organizational Sensitivity

50.0
45.0
45.0
42 .1
35.0
35.0
35.0
35.0
35.0
36.8
40.0
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The frequency analysis for evaluation of Orange
District interns defined competencies with frequency
response percentages in the moderate category.

These are

shown in Table 18.
TABLE 18
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS FOR ORANGE DISTRICT ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY LEARNING SUPERVISORS EVALUATING INTERNS
ON DEVELOPMENT OF THE 19 FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES
FOR THE LOW MODERATE DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITION VARIABLE

Number

Competency

Moderate
Frequency%

Elementary
1
6

16

Proactive Orientation
Concept Formation
Delegation

36.4
36.4
50.0

Proactive Orientation
Decisiveness
Interpersonal Search
Information Search
Concept Formation
Conceptual Flexibility
Managing Interaction
Persuasiveness
Tactical Adaptability
Management Control
Developmental Orientation
Organizational Ability
Delegation
Self Presentation

38.5
65.4
65.4
42.3
46.2
57.7
46.2
61.5
42.3
57.7
42.3
57.7
69.2
50.0

Secondary
1
2
4
5
6
7
8
9

11
13
14

15
16
17

8.0

7.5
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Figure 5. Linear Comparison of the Mean Rating Scores of
Development of Each of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies
for Intern Principals Evaluated by Elementary and Secondary
Learning Supervisors.
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Further analysis comparing high and moderate
frequency percentages by level for Broward District is
shown in the bar graph in Figure 8.

Results for Broward

elementary interns show the extent to which skills were
developed was approximately 70% high or strong and 30%
moderate or average in assigned competency development.
Highest levels of acquisition were in the competencies
Commitment To Mission, Organizational Ability, Self
Presentation, and Organizational Sensitivity.

Competency

dimensions evaluated lowest were Decisiveness,
Interpersonal Search, Concept Formation, Tactical
Adaptability, and Achievement Motivation.
Broward secondary interns were evaluated at
approximately 60% in the high category and 40% for
moderate competency development.

Competencies most highly

developed were Tactical Adaptability, Developmental
Orientation, Self Presentation, and Written Communication.
Dimensions with lowest mean ratings were Proactive
Orientation, Decisiveness, Interpersonal Search, and
Information Search.
A bar graph comparing high and moderate response
frequency percentages by level for Orange District is
shown in Figure 9.

The extent to which competencies were

developed was approximately 60% in high and 40% in the
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Figure 8. A Comparison of the High and Moderate Response
Percentages for Broward District Elementary and Secondary
Learning Supervisors.
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Figure 9. A Comparison of the High and Moderate Response
Percentages for Orange District Elementary and Secondary
Learning Supervisors.
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mode r ate category for elementary interns.

Those

d i me nsions developed at higher levels were Commitment To
Mi ss i on , Concern For Image, Written Communication, and
Organizational Sensitivity.

Competencies developed lower

in the moderate category were Decisiveness, Information
Search , Conceptual Flexibility, Tactical Adaptability, and
De l egation.
Orange District secondary interns had approximate
competency acquis i tion rates of 55% for high and 45% for
the mode r ~t e categorical variable.

Highest levels of

acquisition were found in the competencies Commitment To
Mi ssion, Concern For Image, Achievement Motivation,
Written Communication, and Organizational Sensitivity.
The l owest levels of development were in Decisiveness,
Interpersonal Search, Conceptual Flexibility,
Persuasiveness, and Delegation.
STUDY QUESTION 2:

Which competency or skill indicators do

sup~rvlsing principals perceive have been inadequately
developed for intern principals?
Learning supervisor evaluatiun of intern principal
competency development was examined by rank ordering
overal I dimension means.

It should be noted that

investigation of this question was focused on the lower
average or moderate categorical variable as there were no
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significant numbers of low responses.

Four competencies

ranked lowest in the average or moderate group were
identified.
In an examination of frequency tables, the same
competencies were identified for the lower moderate group.
These are 1 isted by district and level in Table 19.
Competencies ranked lowest in the moderate or average
category for Broward elementary interns were Concept
Formation, Interpersonal Search, Tactical Adaptability,
and Persuasiveness.

Secondary interns were ranked lowest

in Proactive Orientation, Conceptual Flexibility,
Interpersonal Search, and Persuasiveness.
In Orange District, elementary interns were evaluated
lowest in Decisiveness, Delegation, Conceptual
Flexibility, and Interpersonal Search.

Secondary interns

were ranked lowest in Delegation, Interpersonal Search,
Conceptual Flexibility, and Persuasiveness.
Further analysis revealed competencies ranked lower
at both elementary and secondary levels.

The dimensions

Interpersonal Search and Persuasiveness were identified in
both levels for Broward District.

The competencies

identified in both levels for Orange District were
Delegation, Conceptual Flexibility, and Interpersonal
Search.
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TABLE 19
A COMPARISON OF THE LOW MEAN RATINGS AND RESPONSE
FREQUENCY PERCENTAGES BY LEARNING SUPERVISORS FOR
ACQUISITION, DEVELOPMENT, AND PERFORMANCE OF COMPETENCIES
FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY INTERNS
Lowest Ranked Competencies
Number

Frequency

Competency

Mean

Concept Formation
Interpersonal Search
Tac ti ca 1 Adaptability
Persuasiveness

6.57
6.72
6.83
6.91

54.3
36 .1
36. 1
33 .1

Proactive Orientation
Conceptual Flexibility
Interpersonal Search
Persuasiveness

6.25
6.45
6.50
6.70

50.0
35.0
45.0
35.0

Decisiveness
Delegation
Conceptual Flexibility
Interpersonal Search

6.42
6.45
6.57
6.70

42.1
55.0
47.6
40.0

Delegation
Interpersonal Search
Conceptual Fl ex i b 1 1 i t y
Persuasiveness

6.00
6.07
6.26
6.26

69.2
40.0
57.7
61.5

Broward
Elementary
6

* 141
9
SecQnQat:Y
1

7
4
9

*
Orange

Elementgcy
2
16
7

*

4

~e~QDQg[Y

*

16
4
7

9

*

Observed for al 1 variables

%
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In view of these results, levels were pooled to
investigate competencies identified similarly by both
districts.

Persuasiveness was identified for all but

Orange elementary.

Conceptual Flexibility was identified

for al 1 variables except Broward elementary.
Interpersonal Search was identified for all variables.
STUDY QUESTION 3:

To what extent do the skill indicators

in each area correlate with the overall competency
dimension rating?
Investigation into this study question was completed
from both learning supervisor and intern principal
perspectives.

Intern evaluation by learning supervisors

and intern perception of training program effectiveness
were examined to determine the relationship between means
of skil I indicators with means for that overall
competency.
Skil 1 Indicator means were found by averaging ratings
of the combined skill indicators for each competency
dimension.

Overal 1 competency dimension scores were found

by calculating the mean rating of each of the 19 Florida

Principal Competencies.

These were calculated separately

for learning supervisors and intern principals.
These data were then used to calculate Spearman rho
correlations for skill indicator, with overall competency
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mean ratings.

Tables 20 and 21 present these correlated

data for learnlng supervisor and intern principal groups,
respectively.
Correlation coefficients for the learning supervisor
group revealed a high positive relationship(£> .94,
Q

< .0001) between skil 1 indlcator means and overall

competency dimension means.

Interpretation of these data

indicated strong validity for each set of sklll indicators
as representative of a specific competency dimension.
Further analysis indicated that respondents scored the
overal 1 dimension similarly to ratings given for each
ski 11 indicator.

See Table 20.

As expressed in Table 20 other high positive
relationships were observed for the learning supervisor
group.

Persuasiveness exhibited a strong relationship

with Management Control

(£

= .80,

Q

Developmental Orientation(£= .81,
Self Presentation(£= .82,

Q

< .0001),
Q

< .0001), and

< .0001).

Organizational

Ability showed strong relationships with Management
Control (£ = .89, Q < .0001) and Delegation(£= .80, Q <
.0001).

Self Presentation showed a high correlation with

Developmental Orientation(£= .81,

Q

< .0001).

Analysis

of this data indicated that Persuasiveness, Organizational
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Ab i lity , and Self Presentation are components of these
other dimensions.
Intern principals responded by evaluation of their
perception of program effectiveness.

Skill indicator and

overall competency means were calculated and this data
used to generate Spearman rho correlations shown in the
matrix in Table 21.
As exhibited for the learning supervisor group,
correlation coefficients were high(£> .93,

Q

< .0001).

This ana l 1 5 i s indicated strong validity for the 19 sets of
skill i nd i cators as representative of their corresponding
competency.

Examination also indicated interns scored the

overall dimension similarly to ratings given each skill
indicator in that dimension.
One other high positive correlation was observed in
Table 2 1 .

Concept Formation correlated highly with

Conceptual Flexibility

(£

= .80, Q

< .0001) for the

intern group.
In order to further investigate these relationships,
Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated for
individual skil 1 indicator means with overall competency
means.

These were calculated by group and are expressed

in Table 22.

TABLE 20

SPEARMAN CORRELATION MATRIX OF THE COMPETENCY DEVELOPMENT MEANS FOR SKILL
INDICATORS WITH THE OVERALL COMPETENCY DIMENSION MEANS FOR INTERN PRINCIPALS
AS EVALUATED BY LEARNING SUPERVISORS
01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

X1

.96

.76

.72

.69

.66

.73

.67

.71

.64

.59

.62

.62

.67

.66

.75

.70

.68

.57

.63

X2

.72

.97

.62

.61

.57

.65

.58

.62

.67

.49

.55

.52

.71

.56

.71

.76

.63

.53

.49

X3

.72

.63

.94

.67

.61

.66

.60

.65

.69

.64

.66

.51

.63

.73

.64

.68

.67

.59

.70

X4

.65

.63

.67

.96

.76

.73

.73

.71

.73

.56

.67

.49

.71

.75

.76

.73

.77

.65

.67

XS

.63

.60

.61

.75

.98

.78

.72

.68

.74

.62

.67

.63

.71

.74

.72

.68

.75

.66

.63

X6

.71

.67

.67

.74

.75

.97

.68

.62

.70

.63

.75

.69

.66

.69

.69

.69

.71

.72

.67

X7

.66

.61

.62

.73

.68

.64

.97

.76

.75

.61

.71

.55

.70

.75

.76

.68

.76

.59

.68

X8

.71

.65

.66

.69

.68

.64

.75

.98

.78

.65

.72

.52

.70

.74

.73

.69

.76

.51

.60

X9

.64

.68

.70

.69

.68

.66

.76

.74

.97

.65

.72

.60

.80

.79

.79

.77

.82

.64

.62

X10

.58

.49

.63

.54

.61

.63

.60

.63

.63

.97

.65

.65

.52

.63

.53

.55

.58

.49

.58

X11

.62

.57

.70

.65

.66

.74

.72

.71

.72

.67

.97

.55

.69

.76

.68

.67

.77

.64

.63

X12

.68

.53

.51

.45

.58

.67

.53

.54

.59

.61

.54

.96

.59

.61

.61

.56

.60

.61

.59

X13

.71

.70

.64

.68

.69

.64

.70

.73

.79

.52

.66

.56

.97

.77

.89

.79

.75

.61

.58

X14

.66

.59

.72

.72

.70

.71

.75

.74

.81

.70

.77

.63

.79

.97

.78

.72

.81

.71

.70

x,s

.74

.69

.67

.71

.67

.68

.70

.70

.75

.54

.70

.59

.85

.75

.97

.80

.76

.64

.67

X16

.69

.76

.67

.73

.67

.69

.70

.67

.77

.58

.67

.57

.78

.69

.80

.99

.76

.56

.60

X17

.68

.67

.69

.77

.74

.72

.76

.76

.86

.63

.77

.62

.77

.79

.79

.75

.98

.73

.75

X18

.57

.52

.60

.64

.66

.71

.61

.51

.68

.51

.65

.64

.64

.72

.65

.57

.72

.98

.73

X19 · .63

.52

.71

.66

.61

.68

.68

.59

.67

.61

.67

.61

.60

.73

.66

.60

.76

.77

.97

P < .0001

I
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TABLE 21
SPEARMAN CORRELATION MATRIX OF THE COMPETENCY DEVELOPMENT MEANS FOR SKILL
INDICATORS WITH THE OVERALL COMPETENCY DIMENSION MEANS FOR PROGRAM
EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATED BY INTERN PRINCIPALS
01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

19

X1

.94

.63

.64

.49

.58

.61

.63

.45

.60

.41

.59

.60

.60

.63

.61

.57

.51

.48

.57

X2

.66

.96

.68

.52

.48

.68

.67

.49

.67

.37

.55

.54

.48

.62

.42

.47

.62

.33

.50

X3

.71

.64

.94

.55

.58

.67

.69

.52

.62

.50

.57

.55

.51

.60

.50

.44

.50

.40

.53

X4

.57

.56

.56

.96

.38

.SO

.59

.54

.45

.39

.46

.44

.39

.40

.26

.37

.42

.28

.35

XS

.63

.48

.54

.43

.96

.76

.70

.46

.56

.56

.53

.61

.57

.60

.62

.51

.53

.48

.60

X6

.67

.69

.64

.51

.68

.96

.81

.51

.66

.48

.65

.57

.56

.64

.65

.56

.67

.47

.67

X7

.66

.66

.68

.65

.70

.80

.96

.65

.73

.61

.71

.71

.66

.70

.53

.51

.68

.46

.62

X8

.48

.49

.59

.57

.47

.51

.64

.96

.71

.61

.64

.58

.59

.61

.24

.56

.50

.44

.47

X9

.59

.66

.63

.46

.60

.65

.75

.68

.97

.62

.71

.62

.58

.68

.43

.56

.64

.47

.63

x,o

.40

.38

.51

.38

.55

.50

.56

.62

.57

.98

.66

.62

.56

.55

.38

.42

.43

.42

.55

.55

.54

.59

.49

.52

.66

.71

.63

.72

.71

.95

.67

.63

.66

.54

.59

.55

.49

.65

X12

.59

.57

.62

.45

.62

.62

.71

.57

.62

.61

.68

.95

.54

.71

.60

.52

.64

.44

.63

X13

.61

.47

.49

.45

.59

.57

.67

.59

.60

.63

.63

.60

.96

.71

.49

.58

.56

.34

.55

X14

.64

.65

.57

.49

.55

.67

.73

.60

.69

.53

.67

.75

.72

.93

.51

.61

.75

.42

.65

X15
X16

.56

.39

.41

.28

.59

.62

.53

.23

.38

.40

.51

.56

.51

.49

.96

.51

.59

.49

.67

.52

.46

.41

.34

.50

.54

.53

.53

.54

.43

.55

.52

.61

.61

.50

.97

.56

.53

.59

X17

.61

.66

.54

.50

.61

.70

.75

.53

.66

.48

.56

.67

.55

.69

.60

.63 : .97

.50

.71

X18

.53

.39

.48

.39

.58

.57

.49

.38

.53

.42

.52

.SO

.41

.45

.57

.56

.94

.69

.65

.70

.67

.96

x,,

X19
P

<

.57
.0001

.51

.54

.36

.64

.70

.66

.44

.61

.54

.63

.63

.54

.62

.56
.70

1.£/

w
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As shown in Table 22, the competency Proactive
Orientation exhibited two skill indicators with
correlations lower than .80 on intern evaluations.
11

Indicator 1.1,
group or task,
11

11

taking responsibility for progress of a
had an

£.

= . 77.

Ski 11 indicator 1.3,

accepting responsibility and learning to overcome

failures/barriers," showed an c = .74.

The remaining 64

correlation coefficients for skill indicator means with
overal 1 competency means were greater than .80 for both
groups.
Frequency analysis for the learning supervisor group
revealed 73% of the correlation coefficients between .90
and .99, and 27% between .81 and .89.

Intern percentages

were similar, approximately 64% were observed in the range
.90 to .96 and 36% from .81 to .89.
Analysis of these data shows high positive
correlation coefficients between skill indicator mean
ratings and overall competency mean ratings.

This was

true for analysis when skill indicators were used to
calculate a mean, and also when the mean of each
individual indicator was correlated with the overall
competency mean.
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TABLE 22
SPEARMAN CORRELATION BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL COMPETENCY SKILL
INDICATOR MEAN RATINGS AND OVERALL COMPETENCY DIMENSION
MEAN RATING FOR LEARNING SUPERVISORS AND INTERN PRINCIPALS
Ski 11
Indicator

Learning
Supervisor

1. 1
1.2
1.3
1.4

.89
.86
.81
.92

.77
.83
.74
.83

Decisiveness

2 .1
2.2

.95
.92

.90
.93

Commitment to Mission

3. l

.81
.83
.87

.82
.85
.83
.94

Competency
Proactive Orientation

3.2
3.3
3.4

.87

Intern
Principal

.86
.86

4. 1
4.2
4.3

.88
.93
.93

Information Search

5 .1
5.2
5.3

.93
.95
.92

.89
.96

Concept Formation

6. l
6.2
6.3
6.4

.93
.93
.92

.92
.92
.92
.84

7 .1
7 .2

.86
.88
.92
.90
.94

.90
.86
.92

8.2
8.3
8.4

.95
.96
.92
.98

.92
.90
.94
.92

9. 1
9.2

.94
.95

.94
.97

Interpersonal Search

Conceptual Flexibility

~. 3

7.4
7.5

Managing Interaction

Persuasiveness

8. 1

.91

.91
.91

.91

.93
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Concern for Image

10 ; 1
10.2

.89
.94

.93
.95

Tactical Adaptability

11. l
11.2
11. 3

.88
.93
.93

.92
.87
.91

Achievement Motivation

12. 1
12.2
12.3
12.4

.88
.87
.88
.94

.83
.84
.82
.85

Management Control

13. l
13.2
13.3
13.4

.88
.95
.97
.96

.86
.88
.90
.92

Developmental
Orientation

14. 1
14.2
14.3
14.4

. 90
.90
.93
.92

.86
.83
.85
.92

Organizational Ab i 1 it y

15. l
15.2
15.3
15.4

.91
.93
.93
.95

.87
.92
.92
.92

Delegation

16. I
16.2

.97
.96

.94
.95

Self Presentation

17. I
17.2
17.3

.89
.95
.94

.91
.95
.96

Written Cormnunication

18. 1
18.2
18.3
18.4

.95
.95
.98
.99

.94
.89
.90
.95

Organizational
Sensitivity

19. 1
19.2
19s~

.92
.92
.9~

.94
.90
,89

< .0001
Total Learning Supervisor N = 106
Total Intern Principal
N = 104

Q.
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STUDY QUESTION 4:

To what extent do the intern principals

perceive the training program assists them to develop
skills needed to demonstrate competency in each of the 19
Florida Principal Competencies?
Analysis of this question was developed from the
intern principal perspective of training program
effectiveness in competency development and acquisition.
Mean rating and frequency data were examined to build an
intern perception profile and examine the extent to which
interns rated program effectiveness in the moderate or
high categories.
Mean ratings for intern principal evaluation of
program effectiveness in competency development were
calculated for each district by level.

Table 23 shows

mean ratings for Broward District elementary and secondary
interns.

The lowest mean rating for elementary interns

was 6.95, and for secondary 5.21.

The highest mean for

elementary was 7.89, with 7.06 for secondary.

These means

were found to be within the moderate to high range.
Orange District elementary mean ratings ranged from
6.50 to 7.64.

Secondary ratings ranged from a low of 6.00

to a high of 7.25.

As expressed in Table 24, Orange

District interns evaluated training program effectiveness
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for assisting in competency development as moderate to
high for all competencies.
TABLE 23
MEAN RATINGS OF BROWARD DISTRICT INTERN PRINCIPAL
EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PREPARING
NEW PRINCIPALS PROGRAM TOWARD DEVELOPMENT OF THE
19 FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES

Elementary
Competency
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
7.34
7 .14
7.61
7 .03
7.41
6.95
7.38
7.42
7 .07
7.25
7 .05
7. 02
7.44
7.60
7.86
7 .12
7.64
7.89
7.77

.93
1.18
.98
1.10
1.04
1.16
1.09
1.21
1.34
1.19
1.25
1.44
.92
1.08
.85
1. 11
1.08
1.07
.99

Secondary
Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
5.71
5.66
6.33
5.73
6.21
5.21
5.93
7. 06
6.13
6.46
6.50
5.86
6.80
6.80
5.93
6.13
5.80
6.73
6.33

1.43
1.49
1.83
1.94
1.31
1. 76
1.33
1.53
1. 76
1.45
.74
1.06
1.42
1.20
1.94
1.12
1. 74
1.90
1.39
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TABLE 24
MEAN RATINGS OF ORANGE DISTRICT INTERN PRINCIPAL
EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PREPARING NEW
PRINCIPALS PROGRAM TOWARD DEVELOPMENT OF THE 19
FLORIDA PRINCIPALS COMPETENCIES

Elementary
Competency

Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
6.86
7. 04
7.64

1
2
3
4
5

7 .18
7.22
6.50
7. 09
7.59
7.36
7.31
7 .04
6.90
6.95
7.59

6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

6.81
6.59
7. 09
6.72
7.09

1.12
1. 43
1.39
1.18
1.15
1. 79
1.63
1.25
1.32
1.32
1.36
1.30
1.55
1. 40
1.56
1.56
1.26
1.80
1.94

Secondary
Mean Standard
Rating Deviation
6.63
6.59
6.58
6.95
6.58
6.00
6.78
7.25
6.58
6.75
6.50
6.50
6.91
7. 08
6.62
6.29
6.78
6. 04
6.70

1.29
1.29
1.31
1.42
1.47
1. 71
1.50
1.45
1.41
1.64
1. 41
1. 71
1. 71
1. 41
1. 78
1.80
1.44

1.89
1.39

Further analysis was completed by developing linear
mean comparisons for elementary and secondary intern
rating scores.

Intern mean ratings were pooled for both

districts by level, and are shown in Figure 10.
trends identified in the data from learning

The same
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Figure 10. Linear Comparison of the Mean Rating Scores
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Principal Competencies by Elementary and,Secondary Intern
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supervisors were observed in this analysis.

Secondary

interns evaluated program effectiveness consistently lower
than did elementary interns on each of the 19 Florida
Principal Competencies.

Similar strengths and weaknesses

in competency development ratings are shown in Figure 10.
District elementary and secondary levels were
partitioned out to investigate these trends.

Mean ratings

for Broward intern evaluations are shown in Figure 11, and
for Orange District in Figure 12.

Results of linear

analysis e xpress the same trends identified when the
district data were pooled.

Patterns of evaluated

strengths and weaknesses were similar and secondary
interns evaluated program effectiveness consistently lower
than did elementary interns.
Further analysis was completed by comparing
cumulative frequency response percentages in the moderate
<4-6) and high group (7-9) for each competency.

Analysis

was performed by district and by level.
Results supported observations from the mean data.
Elementary interns evaluated program strengths
significantly higher than did secondary interns.

This

conclusion ls supported by the significantly larger number
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of competencies for secondary levels showing large
moderate frequency response percentages.

These data are

shown for Broward in Table 25 and for Orange District in
Table 26.

TABLE 25
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS FOR BROWARD DISTRICT INTERN PRINCIPALS
EVALUATING PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS IN DEVELOPING THE 19
FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES FOR THE
LOW MODERATE VARIABLE

Number

Competency

Moderate
Frequency %

Elementary
9
11

Persuasiveness
Tactical Adaptability

32.5
32.5

Proactive Orientation
Decisiveness
Commitment to Mission
Interpersonal Search
Information Search
Concept Formation
Conceptual F 1ex i bi 1 i t y
Persuasiveness
Concern for Image
Achievement Motivation
Management Control
Organizational Ab i 1 it y
Delegation
Self Presentation
Written Communication
Organizational Sensitivity

64.3
73.3
46.7
66.7
57 .1
71.4
60.0
46.7
40.0
60.0
40.0
46.7
40.0
40.0
53.3
46.7

Secondg(Y
1
2
3
4
5
6

7
9

10
12
13
15
16
17
18
19
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TABLE 26
FREQUENCY ANALYSIS FOR ORANGE DISTRICT INTERN PRINCIPALS
EVALUATING PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS IN DEVELOPING THE 19
FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES FOR
THE LOW MODERATE VARIABLE

Number

Competency

Moderate
Frequency %

El ementary

1
6
16

Proactive Orientation
Concept Formation
Delegation

36.4
36.4
50.0

Proactive Orientation
Decisiveness
Commitment
Information Search
Concept Formation
Conceptual Flexibility
Persuasiveness
Tactical Adaptability
Achievement Motivation
Management Control
Organization Ability
Delegation
Self Presentation
Written Communication

45.5
40.8
45.8
37.5
58.3
43.5
45.8
54.3
41. 7
37.5
41. 7
45.8
37. 1
58.3

Second2:rY

1
2
3
5
6
7
9

11
12
13
15
16
17
18
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In order to facilitate further investigation of these
findings, bar graphs were used to compare moderate and
high response frequency percentages.

Broward results

showed elementary interns evaluated the extent to which
the training program assisted them in competency
development was high or strong for approximately 89% of
the competencies and 11% moderate or average.

Highest

levels of program effectiveness were assigned the
competencies Commitment to Mission, Developmental
Orientat · ~ , Organizational Ability, Written
Communication, and Organizational Sensitivity.

Dimensions

evaluated lowest in terms of program effectiveness were
Persuasiveness and Tactical Adaptability.
Broward secondary interns evaluated program
effectiveness high for approximately 11% of the
competencies and moderate or average for 89%.
Competencies for which program effectiveness was evaluated
highest were Managing Interaction and Developmental
Orientation.

Dimensions evaluated lowest were Proactive

Orientation, Decisiveness, Interpersonal Search, and
Concept Formation.

See Figure 13.

Intern evaluation response percentages are shown for
Orange District in Figure 14.

Orange elementary interns

evaluated program effectiveness for assisting competency
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Figure 13. A Comparison of the High and Moderate Response
Percentages for Broward District Elementary and Secondary
Intern Principals Evaluating Program Effectiveness.
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development high for approximately 70% and moderate for
30% of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies.

Those

competencies expressed in Figure 14 that were evaluated to
have been addressed most effectively were Commitment to
Mission, Information Search, Managing Interaction,
Persuasiveness, Achievement Motivation, Management
Control, Developmental Orientation, and Organizational
Sensitivity.

Competencies evaluated lowest in the

moderate category were Proactive Orientation, Concept
Formation, and Delegation.
Secondary interns in Orange District evaluated
program effectiveness in assisting competency development
as high for approximately 11% and moderate or average for
89% of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies.

Dimensions

evaluated highest were Interpersonal Search and Managing
Interaction.

Competencies evaluated lowest were Concept

Formation, Tactical Adaptability, and Written
Communication.
Analysis was completed by comparing response
frequency data for intern principals in both districts.
Similar response percentages were observed for elementary
and secondary interns.
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Reliability and Validity Analysis
Internal consistency reliability was investigated
using a split-half analysis.

Skill indicators for each

competency dimension were randomly assigned to two
half-scales.

A score was calculated for each half-scale

and then the scores were correlated.

A Spearman

correlation estimate was calculated to analyze the
relationship.
Split-half reliability estimates were .93 for the
learning supervisor group and .92 for the intern principal
group.

These estimates indicate strong internal

consistency.
Internal consistency was also demonstrated for each
of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies by obtaining
correlations between skill indicator means and overall
competency mean ratings.

Spearman correlations of£>

.94, g < .0001 for the learning supervisor group and£>
.93, g < .0001 for intern principals indicated strong
internal consistency.
Spearman correlations for rating consistency were
also calculated by district, group, and level.

Estimates

of£> .91 were obtained and further indicated internal
consistency reliability.
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Content validity for items in the instrument was
established through research <Florida Department of
Education, 1982-83; Huff, Lake, & Schaalman, 1982;
Croghan, Lake, & Schroder, 1983; Martinko, 1984; Madden,
1985; Madden, 1986; Madden & Drummond, 1986).
Content validity was further established by program
coord i nators for the Preparing New Principals Program in
Broward and Orange School Districts.

The researcher met

with four program experts to determine content validity of
the instr u .,e ntation and investigation procedures.
Modifications were made which assured optimal content
validity in addressing the study questions regarding
program impact.
Re l iabi llty of accurate evaluations was further
assured by promoting response anonymity.
responded via mall.

Broward subjects

Orange subjects responded via courier

and were checked off using voice mail.

This method

reduced extraneous variable effects and allowed
administrative evaluations to be considered.

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary Description of the Study
The purpose of this study was to measure the impact
of the Preparing New Principals Program on competency
acquisition, development, and performance of intern
principals in Broward and Orange School Districts.

The

intent was to investigate the extent to which intern
principals were perceived to have developed the 19 Florida
Principal Competencies as a result of program
participation.

Areas of investigation included

identification of inadequately developed skills or
competency dimensions, intern perception of program
effectiveness, and validity of skill indicators.
It was anticipated by the researcher that data
compiled evaluating the program from learning supervisor
and intern principal perspectives would provide
information relevant to the preparation of future school
principals.

This information would provide a profile of

competency development and a foundation for program
modifications and improvements.
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Sub j ects for this study consisted of al 1 intern
prin c i pa l s employed via targeted selection in Broward and
Ora nge School Districts.

A total of 37 elementary and 22

secondary l earning supervisors from Broward District
participated in the study.

Broward interns consisted of

40 elementary and 17 secondary intern principals.

Orange

District was represented by 22 elementary and 25 secondary
l earning supervisors.

Intern principals consisted of 22

e l ementary and 25 secondary.

Performance Competency

Checklists were sent to each participant to evaluate
program effectiveness.
Response rates were high for both groups ln both
distr i cts.

Broward response rates were approximately 83%

for learning supervisors and 93% for intern principals.
Orange Distr·ict response rates were 100% for both groups.
These sta t istics were significantly high enough to
generate valid data for program evaluation.
Data from the Performance Competency Checklists were
compiled and a Statistical Analysis System computer
program was developed to perform the analysis.

The

analysis consisted of descriptive non-parametric
statistics.

Frequency distributions, Wilcoxon variance,

cross-tabulations, chi-square, and Spearman correlations
were done.
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Results of the Data Analysis
Results of the study were described in terms of the
study questions.
1.

The results were as fol lows:

There were no statistically significant mean

ratings in the low group.
2.

Elementary interns were evaluated higher in

development of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies
than secondary interns by Broward and Orange District
learning supervisors.
3.

Elementary intern principals in both districts

evaluated program effectiveness for competency
development higher than secondary interns.
4.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated highest by
Broward elementary learning supervisors were
Commitment to Mission, Organizational Ability, Self
Presentation, and Organizational Sensitivity.
5.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated lowest by
Broward elementary learning supervisors were
Decisiveness, Interpersonal Search, Concept Formation,
Tactical Adaptability, and Achievement Motivation.
6.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated highest by
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Broward secondary learning supervisors were Tactical
Adaptab i 1 ity, Developmental Orientation, Self
Presentation, and Written Communication.
7.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquis i tion, and performance were rated lowest by
Broward secondary learning supervisors were Proactive
Orientation, Decisiveness, Interpersonal Search, and
I n formation Search.
8.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated highest by
Orange elementary learning supervisors were Commitment to
Mission, Concern for Image.
9.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated lowest by
Orange elementary learning supervisors were
Decisiveness, Information Search, Conceptual
Flexibi 1 ity, Tactical Adaptability, and Delegation.
10.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated highest by
Orange secondary learning supervisors were Commitment
to Mission, Concern for Image, Achievement Motivation,
Written Communication, and Organizational Sensitivity.
11.

Competencies for which intern development,

acquisition, and performance were rated lowest by
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Orange secondary learning supervisors were
Decisiveness, Interpersonal Search, Conceptual
Flexib i lity, Persuasiveness, and Delegation.
12 .

Similar patterns of high and moderate competency

evaluation were observed for both districts by level.
13.

The competency Persuasiveness exhibited strong

correlations with and appears to be ingrained in
Management Control, Developmental Orientation, and
Self Presentation.
14.

Or ganizational Ability showed strong

re l ationships with Management Control and Delegation.
15.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated highest by Broward elementary intern principals were
Commitment to Mission, Developmental Orientation,
Organizational Ability, Written Communication, and
Organizational Sensitivity.
16.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated lowest by Broward elementary intern principals were
Persuasiveness and Tactical Adaptability.
17.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated highest by Broward secondary intern principals were
Managing Interaction and Developmental Orientation.
18.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated lowest by Broward secondary intern principals were
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Proactive Orientation, Decisiveness, Interpersonal
Search, and Concept Formation.
19.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated highest by Orange elementary intern principals were
Commitment to Mission, Information Search, Managing
Interaction, Persuasiveness, Achievement Motivation,
Management Control, Developmental Orientation, and
Organizational Sensitivity.
20.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated lowest by Orange elementary intern principals were
Proactive Orientation, Concept Formation, and Delegation.
21.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated highest by Orange secondary intern principals were
Interpersonal Search and Managing Interaction.
22.

Competencies for which program effectiveness was

rated lowest by Orange secondary intern principals were
Concept Formation, Tactical Adaptability, and Written
Communication.
23.

Competencies rated highly for development by

learning supervisors and intern principals for Broward
District were Commitment to Mission and Organizational
Sensitivity.
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24.

Competencies rated lowest by learning

supervisors and intern principals for Broward District
were Decisiveness and Interpersonal Search.
25.

Competencies rated highly for development by

learning supervisors and intern principals for Orange
District were Commitment to Mission and Organizational
Sensitivity.
26.

The competency rated lowest by learning

supervisors and intern principals for Orange District was
Delegation.
27.

High positive correlations were observed for

individual ski 1 I indicators with the overal 1 competency
dimension.
Discussion and Conclusions
The review of literature indicated that the
educational accountability movement includes improved
preparation of school principals.

The trend was

identified as toward competency based preparation.

It was

the purpose of this study to investigate the Preparing New
Principals Program training effectiveness on competency
development from participating learning supervisor and
intern principal perspectives.
Five significant conclusions were realized from this
investigation.

They are as follows:
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1)

There were no competencies observed to be

developed in the low category.
This was an important observation that was identified
from mean, chi-square, frequency, and Wilcoxon variance
analyses.

Statistically significant numbers of responses

were found in high and moderate groups only.

Wilcoxon

variance analysis identified a negative skewness for al 1
variables in each competency.

This analysis supported the

validity for high to moderate mean ratings observed.
Analysis was completed by comparing response frequencies
for all variables.

Similar patterns in high and moderate

categories were shown at elementary and secondary levels.
It was concluded that program effectiveness was
average/moderate to high/strong for all 19 Florida
Principal Competencies.

This conclusion was also

reflected in the numerous positive comments about the
training program written on returned instruments.

Efforts

toward effective principal preparation identified in the
research and implemented in this program were actualized
in competency development for both districts.
2)

Elementary intern principals were evaluated

higher than secondary interns by learning supervisors in
competency development, acquisition, and performance for
the 19 Florida Principal Competencies.
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Broward and Orange elementary interns were evaluated
higher in competency development, acquisition, and
performance for 17 of the 19 competencies <Figures 6

&

7).

These observations were further supported by results from
mean comparisions and response frequency analyses <Figures
8 & 9).

These conclusions provide important information which
school districts should consider when developing principal
preparation programs.

Although all dimensions were in the

average/moderate to high/strong categories, elementary
interns were evaluated significantly higher.
One variable contributing to this difference is the
specificity of the job scope of secondary intern assistant
principals.

Three to five assistants assume

responsibility for each of the administrative areas
without much cross-over.

Interns are not able to readily

or fully develop competencies in areas outside their Job
scope.

Boyatzis/ Competency Acquisition Model shown in

Figure 4 describes the final step in competency
development as job application.

If an intern is

responsible for attendance and discipline, he/she will not
be evaluated as highly on competency performance dealing
with instructional areas.

Elementary intern assistant

principals share or have responsibilities in all areas of
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school function so they are able to experience competency
practice and Job application for all 19 dimensions.
Elementary learning supervisors wil 1 have the opportunity
to observe and evaluate competency acquisition in al

J

areas whereas secondary wil 1 deal only with those within
the scope of the intern/s responsibilities.
Another factor influencing these results may be that
the professional development plan of secondary interns is
spread over a longer period of time than for elementary
interns.

~

nee secondary schools are much larger than

elementary, it takes longer for an intern to experience
and acquire competency in al 1 areas of effective school
function.
3)

Elementary intern principals evaluated

effectiveness higher than secondary interns on the extent
to which the Preparing New Principals Program assisted in
development of the 19 Florida Principal Competencies.
Broward and Orange elementary interns evaluated
program effectiveness higher for al 1 competencies in each
analyses performed.

Mean, linear, and . response frequency

data were employed to identify conclusions and patterns of
intern evaluated strengths and weaknesses.

The linear

expression of mean rating data shown in Figures 10, 11,
and 12 was very similar in terms of high and .low means for
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the 19 competency dimensions.

Trends of perceived

strengths and weaknesses were identified and were similar
for the variables district and level.
Approximately 20% of responding Orange District
intern principals were interviewed to gain insight into
possible causes of these observations.

The most common

factor stated was that secondary interns specialize in job
function and therefore are not exposed to competency areas
outside that function.

They are observed and evaluated on

competency performance within their job scope.
It was also reported that they do not have the same
freedom to attend training in a year 1 s time as do
elementary interns.

This extends the professional

development time necessary for competency development for
secondary interns at least past the year in which the
intern was a subject in this investigation.
4)

Data compiled and analyzed in this study

identified the high and low moderately rated competencies
by learning supervisors and intern principals.
This information was developed as identification of
competencies for which development training was highly
successful.

It was also provided to identify those
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dimensions for which program modifications or improvements
might be addressed.
Competencies for which program development was rated
highest by Broward learning supervisors and intern
principals, respectively, were Commitment to Mission <X

=

7.16, 7.00) and Organizational Sensitivity <X = 7.17,
7.05).

The same two competencies were rated highest by

Orange District.

Learning supervisors and intern

principals rated Commitment to Mission <X
and Organizational Sensitivity <X

= 7. 18, 7.11)

= 7.22, 6.90).

These observations are important as they reflect the
similarity in program emphasis and content.

These were

identified as basic principalship competencies by Croghan,
Lake, and Schroder (1983) and were observed to be
emphasized in the training program.
The Commitment to Mission competency contains skills
of setting expectations, standards, goals and purpose,
promoting welfare, modeling and reinforcing actions
congruent with purpose.

Organizational Sensitivity is

made up of the skills relating to how the principal/s
behavior, informing and communication efforts impact the
organization.

Since these skills represent essential

elements of successful school operation, it fol lows that
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they are stressed in our educational accountability
movement in these programs.
Competencies for which program development was rated
lowest by Broward learning supervisors and intern
principals, respectively, were Decisiveness (X = 6.96,
6.40) and Interpersonal Search (X = 6.61, 6.38).
Delegation was rated lowest by learning supervisors (X =
6.23) and intern principals (X = 6.44) in Orange District.
Al 1 three of these dimensions were identified by Croghan,
Lake, and Schroder (1983) as high-performing competencies.
Factors influencing these conclusions were discussed
with learning supervisors, intern principals, and program
coordinators.

The Decisiveness dimension was determined

to have too few ski 11 indicators and that these indicators
are not representative of the total competency function.
Interpersonal Search is a component of the Managing
Interaction dimension and contains the skills encouraging
and describing others/ perspectives, listening,
summarizing, paraphrasing, and objectivity.

These are

more in-depth constructs which may not have been addressed
as extensively as Managing Interaction.
The Delegation dimension was described as a function
of the principal role and not often used by entry level
intern assistants.

This factor of job application would
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not be conducive to completion of competency acquisition
<Boya t zis , 1982).

The intern would not be able to

practice and apply nor would the learning supervisor be
able to observe and evaluate performance of the
compe t ency.
5)

High positive correlations were observed for

i ndividual skil 1 indicators with overall competency
d i mensions for evaluations by learning supervisors and
i ntern principals.
This conclusion had significant impact on the
observat i ons which resulted from this investigation.

It

supported content validity purported in the research on
identification of skill indicators by Madden (1985) and
Madden and Drummond (1986).

Data from learning supervisor

eva l uat i on of intern competency acquisition and from
i ntern program evaluation showed Spearman correlation
coeff i cients greater than the .90 design criterion
established a priori for skill indicators with that
overal 1 competency dimension.
Spearman correlations calculated for learning
supervisors showed strong relationships between these two
variables.

Table 20 shows all Spearman correlations were

greater than .94, £ < .0001.
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Data from intern principal evaluation of program
effectiveness were also examined by calculating Spearman
correlation coefficients for ski 11 indicator mean ratings
with the overal 1 mean rating of each competency.

This

data showed strong corre l ations(£> .93, g < .0001) for
a l 1 19 competency dimensions with their respective set of
ski 11 indicators.
One interpretation of these results may be that each
respondent tended to rate the overall competency very
similar to t he rating given each ski 11 indicator.

This

factor is overshadowed in view of a more validity focused
interpretation.

Research commissioned by the Florida

Counci 1 on Educational Management and conducted by
Markinko (1984), Madden <1985), and Madden and Drummond
<1986) used ethnographic methodologies to develop
competencies of the Florida principal ship.

Skil 1

indicators and definitions were developed to define
components of each competency dimension.
The high positive correlations observed were
interpreted as ski 11 indicators being representative of
the overal 1 dimension.

This was further supported by the

Spearman coefficients(£> .89, g < .0001) correlating
individual skil I indicator means with the overall
dimension means.

Interpretation of these observations
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indicates strong validity for each set of skill indicators
as representative of a specific competency dimension.
These conclusions were based on logical procedures
and appropriate design.

The review of research by Gilbert

(1 977), Goar and Farris (1978), Brown (1985), and Brown
and Hunter <1986) identified the lack of professional
preparation of school principals.

The concept of

competency-based training was established and supported by
Boyatzis <1982, 1985) and the efforts commissioned by the
F l ori d a Counc i 1 on Educational Management.

These efforts

were cited by Boyatzis <1985) as the most significant
be i ng done in America today.

The exploratory data

analyzed by this study provided initial insight into the
i mpact of the Preparing New Principals program on
principal preparation.

Data collected from the first two

years of program implementation provided insight and a
valuable baseline from which improved program
effectiveness can be addressed.

As school districts

continue to develop programs to more effectively prepare
future principals, they must address the issues developed
in this competency acquisition evaluation.
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Recommendations
Based on the research, observations, conclusions and
limitations of this study, several recommendations are
submitted.
1)

The programs should develop priorities for

competency development through assessments and pre-program
screening.

These dimensions would be established for each

i n d i v i du a 1 •

2)

The programs should develop a

11

competency

acquisition" sheet based on Boyatzis 1 model that enables
interns to list the activities experienced in al 1 six
acquisition steps.

This would reinforce the development

process and would be part of the Individual Professional
Development Plan.
3)

The programs should increase training and

education for supervisors to facilitate acquisition of
competencies for intern assistant principals.
4)

Efforts should be made to increase the skill

indicator components of each competency dimension.

These

can be developed as critical incidents and fol low Madden
and Drummond 1 s (1986) model of a situation in which a
competency was applied, the principal 1 s action intent, the
action specifics, and results of the action.
5)

The programs should investigate competencies

129

rated in the low moderate category and review and modify
p rogram components that address them.
Recommendations for Further Research
The related research and results of this study
i ndicate that there is a need for additional investigation
of effective principal preparation programs.

The

fol low i ng recommendations are submitted for further
r esearch:
1)

Interview learning supervisors, intern

p r i nc i pa l s,

and program coordinators on this study/s

observat i ons and identify other factors and variables
i nfluencing results.
2)

Find school districts with similar competency-

based principal preparation programs, replicate the study
and compare results.

This wi11 increase the data base on

Preparing New Principal Program evaluations.
3)

Develop a study to investigate the acquisition

and evaluation rating differences between elementary and
secondary interns.
4)

Pi lot test a

11

competency acquisition" sheet as

part of the Individual Professional Development Plan using
Boyatzis/ six step model.
5)

Repeat this study with the fol lowing

modifications:
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a.

Investigate school districts that have
larger populations to study.

b.

Conduct a study pairing learning supervisor
evaluations of intern principals to gain
interrater perspective and reliability.

c.

Refine the Performance Competency
Checklist with increased components of skil 1
indicators for each competency.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1
SHORTENED INDICATORS OF THE FLORIDA
PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES <FPC/S)
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APPENDIX 1
SHORTENED INDICATORS OF THE
FLORIDA PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES <FPC/S)

FPC 1

Proactive Orientation
1. 1

accepts authority and assumes
responsibility
1.2 takes charge
1.3 exhtbits a sense of efficacy
1.4 analyzes negative and positive forces
affecting the school
1.5 t.:tkes immediate steps when problems arise
l .6 projects an orientation for action
l .7 focuses resources on goals
1.8 initiates problem solving
1.9 exhibits enthusiasm
1.10 finds extra resources

FPC 2

Decisiveness
2.l
2.2
2.3

FPC

3

Commitment to School Mission
3. l
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7

FPC 4

makes up one~s mlnd promptly
expresses a disposition to settle on a
purpose
exhibits self-confidence

promotes the welfare of students, faculty
and staff
cares about how wel 1 people understand
interprets action by referring to school
purpose
relates expectations to goals
models behavior congruent with purpose
reinforces behavior congruent with purpose
sets standards of achievement

Interpersonal Search
4. 1
4.2

encourages others to describe their
perspectives
accurately describes others 1 perspectives
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4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.8
FPC 5

Information search
5. l
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5

FPC 5

6.2
6.3
6.4

7.2
7 .3
7 .4
7 .5
7.6
7 .7

describes the situation being faced
reconsiders school mission
views events from multiple perspectives
values divergent thinking
develops options
compares consequences of options
makes decisions based on analysis

Managing Interaction
8.1

8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6
FPC 9

develops concepts to interpret diverse
information
recognizes themes or patterns
recognizes causal sequences
studies problems and issues

Conceptual Flexibility
7. 1

FPC 8

gathers information about the school
withholds making decisions until data
are analyzed
keeps up-to-date
collects information by oral questioning
accesses computer and management
i nformation systems

Concept Formation
6. l

FPC 7

listens to others
summarizes and paraphrases
maintains social distance to promote
objectivity
encourages individual expression
demonstrates sensitivity
recognizes own affiliation needs

Identifies self as a team leader
forms task or work groups
motivates others to identify with mission
moderates group discussions
intervenes, negotiates, resolves conflict
facilitates communication

Persuasiveness
9.1

ties needs with subordinant goals
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9.2
9.3
9.4
9.5

FPC 10

Concern For Image
10 . 1

10.2
10.3

FPC 11

11.3
11. 4
11 . 5

11 . 6

promotes excellence by evaluating goals
sets standarts for goal accomplishment
attends to organizational feedback
attends to personal feedback
assesses own strengths and limitations
shows restlessness to get things done

Management Control
13. l
13.2
13.3
13.4
13.5
13.6
13.7

13.8

FPC 14

understands how own bP.havior affects others
estimates readiness of others
fits one / s style to the group
adJusts strategies when ineffective
changes strategies to meet changing
conditions
exhibits multiple interaction skills

Achievement Motivation
12. l
12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5
12.6

FPC 13

ties image building to mission
sets high expectations
controls negative information flow

Tactical Adaptability
11 . 1
11. 2

FPC 12

convinces others to support ooals
persists until ideas are cle~r
articulates expected outcomes
develops trust by modeling desired
behavior

schedules surveillance of activities
supervises and monitors performance of
people
monitors performance of organization
uses technical means for keeping tract
collects and records performance data
judges performance using criteria
reinforces desirable behavior
corrects undesirable behavior

Developmental Orientation
14. l

builds organizational culture to support
learning
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14.2
14.3
14.4
14.5
14.6
FPC 15

Organizational Ability
15. 1
15.2
15.3
15.4
15.5
15.6

15.7
15.8
FPC 16

interprets performance data to stimulate
improvement
coaches to improve performance
provides timely and specific feedback
reinforces growth and development
exhibits effective conferencing ski I Is

establishes and clarifies goals
plans for goal accomplishment
establishes priorities
budgets and al locates resources
schedu 1es ti me
assigns tasks and activities
plans for contingencies
systematizes own attention to
avoid undue stress

Delegation
16. 1
16.2
16.3
16.4

determines Jobs to be done
assesses expertise of self and others
determines tasks to be assigned
determines tasks needing outside
assistance
16.5 identifies persons who can do tasks
16.6 assigns tasks
16.7 gains understanding and acceptance
of tasks assigned
16.8 specifies responsibility and authority
16.9 establishes performance standards
16. l 0 plans time frames
16. 1 1 provides guidance
FPC 17

Self-Presentation
1 7. 1
17.2
17.3

17.4

FPC 18

communicates confidence and positive regard
communicates ideas clearly
communicates using analogy, metaphor and
anecdotal materials
adopts group roles as needed

Written Communication
18. 1
18.2

expresses written ideas clearly .
adjusts writing style to the audience
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Organizational Sensitivity

FPC 19
J

Y. l

19.2
19.3

19.4

understands how own behavior impacts the
organization
realizes how own behavior impacts outside
people and groups
informs people who need to be informed
communicates with individuals tactfully

APPENDIX 2
PERFORMANCE COMPETENCY CHECKLIST
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PERFO~CE C01PETENCY CHECKIST
Suo•rv1s 1ng Pr1nc1p1.l:
Using th• sc1.l• b•l°""', rtsoonc to ti.ch item bY
c1rcl1n9 tht numb•r which b•st m1.tcl"lts tht ,nttrn or1nc1p1.l's dtvtloom•nt
ta.ch of th• l 9 Fl or I di. Pr Inc I p1.I Compt ttnc I t1.
L1ttl•
1-

-

-

1

or no comptttncy
Otvtlopm•nt
-

-

-

-

2

-

-

-

-

-

3

H1 gl"I comptttncy
Dev•lopmtnt

Avtr1.9• comptttncy
Otvtlopmtnt
I-

-

4

IN•tds

-I

5
I S&t

-

o
I Stl.C tOl"'YI

I Improvtmtn t I

-

-

-

7

-

-

8
Strong

-

9
Outls t 1.nd i ng

1. PROACTIVE ORI&lTATia-.
1 .1

ovtral I r•sponsrbi Ii ty for progrtss of &
9roup or & task or for obtaining &nd us1n9
r•sourc••·

T1.k••

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 .2 In, t,at•s 1.ctions, propos1.ls or pl1.ns for s•lf
1.nd oth•r• to 1.ccomp 1 , sh t1.sks.

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.3 Acc•pt &nd portray p•rsonal

1 ~ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

rtsponsibl i tY -for
f&1 lurts/b&rritrs and ltarn from txp•r••nc•s
to ovtrcomt pot•ntial or rtal barri•rs.

1.4 Acc•pts ul tim&tt r•sponsibl i ty for

st1.ff.

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

stud•nts and ttachtrs.
1 2 3 4 ~ 6 7 8 9

2. DECISIVeESS
2.1

Exprtssts 1 ittlt ~biv&ltnct &bout dtcis1on•
that hav• b••n m&dt (but m&Y rtcognizt

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.I t•rnat Iv••>.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

3. C0111Tl19IT TO SCHOOL HISSICl-4

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

3.2 Displays a numans conc•rn for th• ft•l 1n9s of
t•1.chtrs, p&rtnts, and studtnts.
3.3 Takts difficult a~tions, which may b•
unpopular, whtn th• w•lfar• of studtnts
sttms to bt at st&kt.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

of
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PERFORMANCE COMPETENCY CHEC~IST
Intern Princip~l:
Please indic~te on the scale below the extent to which
the training program assisted in the development of the skills necessary to
demonstrate competenc y in each of the 19 Florida Principal Comoetencies.
Little or no competency
Deve l opment

.-

- - - - - - - -

: unsatisfactory:

1•

..,.

-·

Average competency
Oevelopmen
4

: Needs
: Improvement:

5

High competency
Development
6

:satisfactory:

7

8

Strong

9

Out:standing

PROACTIVE OR I ENTA TI ON
I ndi cat ors
Ta~es over-all responsibility for progr-ess of a
group or~ task or for obtaining and using
resources.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.2 Initiates actions. proposals or- plans for self
and other-s to accomplish tasks.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.3 Accept and portray personal respons1blity for
failures/barr-iers and le~rn fr-om experiences
to overcome potential or real barriers.

~

1.4 Accepts ultimate responsiblity for staff.
students and teachers.

2 .. : , 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.1

Over~ll
2.

..;, 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

DECISIVENESS

2. 1 Expresses little ambivalence about decisions
that have been made <out may r-ecogni=e
al ter-nat1 ves>.

456789

2.:

4 5 6 7 8 9

Forceful and self confident 1n making dec1s1ons.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

CONNITNENT TO SCHOOL MISSION
3. 1 Promotes the welfare of the students.

:

_, 4 5 6 7 8 9

3.~ Displays a humans concern for the feelings of
teacher-s. parents. and students.

'

.3 4 5 0 7 8 9

Takes 11fficult actions. which may be
unpopular. when the welfare of students
seems to be at stake.

1 :

~

4 5 6 7 8 9

141

3. 4 Emo h ._,, z •, th•

1 mo Of' t &n c, of ~a, ,. n •, 1
1n
opoo,.tun, t1•1, d1stt'1but1ng
tits, ._dm,n1st•r"1ng d11c1pl in• ._nd

0,.ov1d1n9
pr10,.,
•~ 1 ,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

t r , t, u t , n 9 t u n d s .
1 2 3 4 ,

6 7

a

9

4. INTERPERS<>-aAL SEARCH
"4,1

u,.,

Pr"0b1n9, ,.•P•ttt,on to h&IJ• otn•rs
a•1cr1b• th•,,. own P•"•P•ct,v•s, 1d•a1
&nd f •• I I n91.

4.2 Is &bl• to d11cov•,.. &nd und•rst&nd th• 1d•a1
&nd conc•pts of oth•rs--f,-aa th•1r point of

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

u,.w.

◄ .3

U•••

suffffl&ry clarification &nd p&rapha1in9 to
t•st th• accur&cY of on•;• conc•ption of
&noth•r'1 p•r1p•c1t1u•, ••9•, of a t•&ch•r,
& 1 tud•n t.

1

2 3

◄

5 6 7 8 9

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

5. INFORHATICN SEARCH
5.1

G&th•r• ,nform&t,on about probl•m• fro,n a
u&ri•ty of 1our"c•1 or •u•nt1 b•for• mak1n9
a a•c1s1on or Caffi'1t1n9 ,...,ourc••·

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

5.2 Br•adth {Or th• numb•r of diff•r•nt 1ourc••>
of 1nfo,-m&t1on ••arch.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

5. 3 Ga th•r 1 1uH i c i •n t , nf orm& ti on In • &ch
··••nt,&I &rl& ll&rch•d (both in11d• and

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

out11d• th• or9&n1zat1on> 1n ord•r to arr1u•
Of" Con CI p t I ,
5 tr I u • I t 0

a t r • I • u &n t I d• & I
b• wtl I inform•d•

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
6 • CO--,CEPT I NF Ofl1ATl c»,

0.1

O1u1lop1 & conc1pt ,n ord•r to m&kt s1n1• out
ot an array of inform&t,on ••parat•d in sp&ct
or t, "''.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

6.2 F1nd1 m1an1n9 th1m11 or patt1rn1 1n a ••Qu•nct
of t1J•nt1 or 1nput1.

1 2 3 ◄ 5 6 7 8 9

6.3 Aft•r •xM11n1n9 an 111u1 or & probltm 1ns19ht
•m•,..9•• which II UIU&I ly l&b•l•d and us•d for
di&9no1t1c purpo111 and for stating cau1• and
•fftct r•l&tion1h1p1.

1 2 3 ◄ 5 6 7 8 9
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6.4 P•rc•,v•~ r•l~t,onsh1p

b•tw••n ,mport~nt tv•nts
or I 1nk•s r•l~t•d •v•nts into bro~d•r m•An1n9s
( •.g., ,n ln-B~sK•t>.

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9

?. C°'4CEPTUAL FLEXIBILITY
7.1

V1•w~ •v•nts from d1ff•r•nt <mult,plt)
p•rsp•c t, v•s s , mu 1 t~n•ousl y

7.2 In Qroup s, tu&t1ons ~••ps ditttrtnt group

1 2 3 4 5 o 7 8 9

l

2 3 4 5 o 7 8 9

m•mb•rs Ptrs0,ct1v•s •on tnt t~blt• for
discussion.
7,3

Conti 1ct,ng or d1fftrtnt v1•ws of tvtnts U't
d1scovtrtd ~nd ustd in probltm solving &nd
d1&lo9ut,

7,4 Ptrsptctivt o~ subordin&tts, m&n&gtrs 1n tht

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

ptrson's own un, t <t.9., dtp&rtmtnt, school
&nd s19n1fic&nt •othtrs• outs1dt tht ptrson's
un, t &nd or9&n1z&t1on &rt t&ktn into &ccount
1n pl&nn1n9 &nd probltm solving.
7.5 Forms &nd usts mul tiplt conctpts in probltm
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
solving &nd inttrptrson&l &nd group 1nttr&ct1on.

0Y•ra11

l 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9

8, ~GING INTERACTICN

8,1

St1mul&tts othtrs to inttr&ct in & group
situ&t1on.
Is &bl• to g•t &noth•r to prtstnt
&nd stimulat• oth•rs to r•spond.

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

8.2

Is &bl• to g•t oth•rs to s~&t• thtir
ptrsp•ct1v•s &nd th•n discuss rtl&tionsh1ps
and c&n mot,vat• th• group to mov• toward
mutual &grt•m•nt.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

8.3 Is &bl• to g•t p•opl• from difftrtnt groups
or confl ict1n9 groups to tng&g• in di&logut.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

8.4 An 1nt•9r&t1ng fac,1 it&ting rol• ,n
,nttrp•rsonal &nd group situ&t1ons.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9

9. PERSUASIVENESS

9.1 D•monstr&t•s &b11 i 1 tY to influtnct or ptrsu&dt
oth•rs to support on•'s •d•&s or go&ls.

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

14 3
9,2

••9·.

us• ~ vu·,•ty o+ t•chn,qu•s.
mod•l ,ng
•x0•ct•d b•h•vior, using 1n•orm•t1on, •nd
,xo•rt,s• or •uthor1ty, by b•1n9 d1r•ct1v•.
Wh,ch•v•r t•chn,qu• ,s us•d th• op•r•tion n•r•
,s ·succ•ss ,n 1ntlu•nc1ng.•
M•v

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 ~ 6 7 8 9
l

O • C°'4CERN FOR I ~
23456789
23456789

11. TACTICAL ADAPTABILITY
11 • I

I n d I c &t • s t h a t

&n

&c t i v i t y

1111 1

1 1 b• c h &1 1• n 9 , n g .

11.2 T&, !ors on•'s styl• of inhraction to th•
&ud••nc• on• w1sh•s to ,nflu•nc•.
11 .3

AdJusts str&ttgy or &dopts & difftrtnt str&t•gy
wh•n on• ,s unsucctss•u1.
O"' • r a I I

23456789
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 ~ 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 S 6 1 8 9

1 2 . ACH I EVEH&lT '10T I VATI CN
12.1

Expr•ss•s & d•s•r• to do th• t&sk b•tt•r,
b•tt•r than it was don• pr•viously, b•tt•r
than oth•rs do ,t, or b•tt•r according to som•
obJ•ct,v• or subJ•ct,v• st&nd&rd.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

12.2 M&kts •xptctations of high p•rform&nct,
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
•xctl l•nct or high productivity known to oth•rs.
12.3 Expr•ss•s frustration with barri•rs to r•achin9

1 2 3 4

~

6 7 8 9

standards of txc•l l•nct,
12.4 Wants mt&sur•s of own productivity and
P•rformanct ,n o;rd•r to plot or asstss pro9rtss.

Ov•rall

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9

13. HANAG81£NT Co--lTROL

13,1

Pl&ns and sch•dul•s follow-up for all d•l•9at•d
and &sss,gntd &ct1vi t1•s.

13.2 Mon, tors th• p•rformanc• of mana9•rs and
~ubordin&tts and schtdu1ts r•v••ws.

1 2 3

4,

6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6

7

a

9

13.3 Plans and init,atts actiuitits which htlp in
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
obstrv1n9 th• work and progrtss of othtrs-botn of individuals and dtpartmtnt or 9r&dt l•v•l.
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ln-torms oth•rs wh•n th•1r work ,snot m••ting
st~nd~rds.

13.4

1 2 3 4 5 o 7 8 o

1 2 3 ◄ 5 6 7
l 4.

a

9

DEVELOPMENTAL OR I ENTATI o--4

Holds h19h •xp•c:t .. t,on~ ~bout th• 0ot•nt1AI O't
oth•r P•opl• to d•v•lop,

14.1

14.2 Wor~s

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Y

a

to n•lp otn•rs do th•ir Job b•tt•r &nd
us•s fol low-up ,n ord•r to d•v•lop oth•rs.

1 2 3 4 5 6

14.3

G•v•s support, &pproY&l or r•c:09n1t1on tor
d•v•lopm•nt•l &ct1v1t1•s ot oth•rs.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

14 • 4

I n st i I I s

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

& v &I u • o-f • d• v t I op I n g o th• rs•
1n own st&++ m•mb•rs.

7

a

9

9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
15. ORGANIZATI~ ABILITY

15.1 M&kts schtdul•s, bud9•t1 own tim•, shows &
conc•rn tor t1m• &nd schtdul• in txtrc1s•s

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

&nd 1n th• s,mul&t•d rol•.
15.2 R•vi•ws & t&sk &nd th•n pl&ns, ••9•, rtvitws &I I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
&I I I ttms on d•sk Of" in In-B&lktt &nd thtn
procttds w1 th & pl&n &nd schtdult. Us•s this

stylt 1n work or simul&tion s1tut&tions.
I

15.3 Ext&bl 1sh•s pr1oriti•s h&ndl ing import&nt
,ssu•• first, &lloc&ting ~or• ti•• to
h

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

19h-pr I or I t y

o+ & group in ord•r
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
to d•v•lop & lo9ic&I pl&n--wh&t will b• don•
first, stcond, &nd so forth, m••tings &nd points
of conwnun1c&tion.

15.4 Or9&nizts th• &ctivitits

lo. OELEGATI~
16.1 Clt&rly d•l•g&t•s &n activity which 1s not &
routin• t&sk. D•l•9&t1on should sptc1+Y th•
&uthor1 ty, ••9•, •compl•t• th• t&sk &nd th•n
l•t us discuss your d•cis,on.•

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Do th• ,n, ti&l ph&s• &nd tn•n ch•ck w1 th m•
b•-fort YOU m&kt & d•c1sion.
16.2 D•l•9&tts d•tin•d &ctivitits, ••9•, 1n+orm&tion

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

9&th•r1n9, pl&nn1n9, impl•m•nt1n9.
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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17. SELF PRESENTATI~
17.l

ls ~Ol•

to commun,c~te own 1dtAS to othtrs
n ~ - on - on • or gr o u o s I t '.J ~ t , on s , n ~ c 1e ~ r
, n-torm~t,ve mann~r.
The cr1ter1~ ,snot
o~r su~s, on out the oegree to wl"l I ch tht
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18. WRITTEN CCJflLNICATJ~

23456789
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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&nd corrtc t.
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19. ORGANIZATl~L SENSITIVITY
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